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Table 1 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 
JaQuary 2000 - June 2004 
1,000,000 LB Producer 

Touc h Rase Requirement of 32,787 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 
pPr ";lass III Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

ITota .rages Assume Pool Every Month 

Assumptions 
Transport Volume 
Rate Per Mile 
Miles 
Haul Credit @400 miles 
Rate per CWT 

Column I Column II Column Ill 
I Return After Daily Delivery Return After Monthly Delivery Monthly Return One Time Touch Base 

FO 1030 Million Pound Producer Million Pound Producer Million Pound Producer 
Monthly Idaho Idaho Idaho 

PPD per cwt total dollars total dollars 

Jan-00 $ 0.23 $ (5.21) $ (52,064) 
Feb $ 0.36 $ (5.08) $ (50,764) 
Mar $ 0.44 $ (5.00) $ (49,964) 
Apt $ 0.54 $ (4.90) $ (48,964) 
May $ 0.70 5 (4.74) $ (47,364) 
Jun $ 0.77 $ (4.67) $ (46,664) 
Jul $ 0.50 $ (4.94) $ (49,364) 
Aug $ 0.64 $ (4.80) $ (47,964) 
Sep $ 0.50 $ (4.94) $ (49,364) 
Oct $ 0.66 $ (4.78) $ (47,764) 
Nov $ 1.23 $ (4.21) $ (42,064) 
Dec s 1.o3 s ~ $ (44,0~ 

Jan-01 $ 0.83 $ (4.61) $ (46,064) 
Feb $ 0.68 $ (4.76) $ (47,564) 
Mar $ 0.58 $ (4.86) $ (48,564) 
Apt $ 0.63 $ (4.81) $ (48,064) 
May $ 0.47 $ (4.97) $ (49,664) 
Jun $ 0.30 $ (5.14) $ (51,364} 
Jul $ 0.25 $ (5.19) $ (51,864) 

!Au, $ 0.31 $ (5.13) $ (51,264) 
SeF $ 0.18 $ (5.26) $ (52,564) 
Oct $ (0.05) $ (5.49) $ (54,864) 
Nov $ 0.94 $ (4.50) $ (44,964) 
Dec $ 0.19 $ (5.25) $ ( 5 2 , 4 r ~  

Jan-02 $ 0.23 $ (5.21) $ (52,064) 
Feb $ 0.21 $ (5.23) $ (52,264) 
Mar $ 0.40 $ (5.04) $ (50,364) 
Apt $ 0.30 $ (5.14) $ (51,364) 
May $ 0.28 $ (5.16) $ (51,564) 
Jun $ 0.43 $ (5.01) $ (50,064) 
Jul $ 0.60 $ (4.84) $ (48,364) 
Aug $ 0.46 $ (4.98) $ (49,764) 
Sep $ 0.34 $ (5.10) $ (50,964) 
Oct $ 0.11 $ (5.33) $ (53,264) 
Nov $ 0.39 $ (5.05) $ (50,464) 
De._~c $ 0.39 $ (505) $ ( 5 0 , ~  

Jan.03 $ 0.38 $ (5.06) $ (50,564) 
Feb $ 0.27 $ (5.17) $ (51,864) 
Mar $ 0.34 $ (5.10) $ (50,964) 
Apt $ 0.26 $ {5.18) $ (51,764) 
May $ 0.20 $ (5.24) $ (52,364) 
Jun $ 0.18 $ (5.26) $ (52,564) 
Jul $ (0.61) $ (6.05) $ (60,464) 
Aug $ (1.78) $ (7.22) $ (72,164) 
Sep $ {1.27) $ (6.71) $ (67,064) 
Oct $ (1.08) $ (6.52) $ (65,164) 
Nov $ (0.27) $ (5.71) $ (57,064) 
De.._cc $ 0.34 $ (5.t0) $ (50 ,9~  

Jan-04 $ 0.17 $ (5.27) $ (52,664) 
Feb $ 0.27 $ (5.17) $ (51,664) 
Mar $ 0.01 $ (5.43) $ (54,264) 
Apt $ (4.31) $ (9.75) $ (97,464) 
May $ (2.17) $ (7.61) $ (76,064) 
Ju.__n $ 0.10 $ 5.34 $ 53 364 

54 Mo Av $ 0.150 

$ 518 
$ 3,600 
$ 4,400 
$ 5,400 

$ 7,000 
$ 7,700 
$ 5,000 
$ 6,400 
$ 5,000 
$ 6,600 
$ 12,300 
S 1 0 , 3 0 0  
$ 8,300 
$ 6,800 
$ 5,800 
$ 6,300 
$ 4,700 
$ 3,000 
$ 2,500 
$ 3,100 
$ 1,800 
$ (500) 
$ 9,400 
$ 1,900 

$ 2,300 
$ 2,100 
$ 4,00O 
$ 3,000 
$ 2,800 
$ 4,300 
$ 6,000 
$ 4,600 
$ 3,4Q0 

$ 1,100 
$ 3,900 
$ 3,900 
$ 3,800 
$ 2,700 
$ 3,400 
$ 2,600 
$ 2,000 
$ 1,800 
$ (6,100) 
$ (17,800) 
$ (12,700) 
$ (10,800) 
$ (2,700) 
= 3,40o 
$ 1,700 
$ 2,700 
$ 100 
$ (43,100) 
$ (21,700) 
$ 1.00O 

C1•2000 Total . ~ .  74,218 $ 0.618 

~_Y2OOlTota, 4.~ ~ S_ o443 
41,400 $_ 0.345 

~_~o~__~o,al ~ 
[54 MO Total $ 79 016 5 0.146 

8/14/2004 DIstMilkSensrtlvityAnalys=s xls 



Table 2 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

January 2000 - June 2004 
1,000,000 LB Producer 

Touc ~ - ~e Requirement of 100,000 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

PP ;lass 10 Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

Tota,. .erages Assume Poo Every Month 

Assumptions 

Transport Volume 

Rate Per Mile 
Miles 
Haul Credit @400 miles 

Rate per CWT 

FO 1030 
Monthly 

PPD 

Jan-O0 $ 0.23 
Feb $ 0.36 
Mar $ 0.44 

Apr $ 0.54 
May $ 0.70 

Jun $ 0.77 
Jul $ 0.50 
Aug $ 0.64 
Sep $ 0.80 
Oct $ 0.66 

Nov $ 1.23 
Dec $ 1.03 

Jan-01 $ 0.83 
Feb $ 0.68 
Mar $ 0.58 

Apr $ 0.63 
May $ 0.47 

Jun $ 0.30 
Jul $ 0.25 
Au~ $ 0.31 
Sep $ 0.18 
Oct $ (0.05 

Nov $ 0.94 
Dec $ 0.19 

Jan-02 $ 0.23 
Feb $ 0.21 

Mar $ 0.40 
Apr $ 0.30 
May $ 0.28 

Jun $ 0.43 
Jul $ 0.60 
Aug $ 0.46 
Sep $ 0.34 

Oct $ 0.11 
Nov $ 0.39 
Dec $ 0.39 

Jan.03 $ 0.38 
Feb $ 0.27 
Mar $ 0.34 

Apt $ 0.26 
May $ 0.20 

Jun $ 0.18 
Jul $ (0.61 

Aug $ (1.76 

Sep $ (1.27 
Oct $ (1.08) 

Nov $ (0.27 

Dec $ 0.34 
Jan-04 $ 0.17 

Feb $ 0.27 

Mar $ 0.01 

'Apt $ (4.31 

May $ (2.17 

Jun $ 0.10 

$ 0.633 

CY 2001 Avg $ 0.443 

CY 2002 Av¢~ $ 0.345 

CY 2003 Avg $ (0.253) 
CY 2004 Avg $ (0.988) 

$ o.15o 

Column I Column II Column III 
Return After Daily Delivery Return After Monthly Delivery Monthly Return Ten Percent Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer Million Pound Producer Million Pound Producer 
Idaho Idaho Idaho 

per cwt total dollars total dollars 

$ (3,136) 

$ (I,836) 
$ (1,036) 
$ (36) 
$ 1,564 

$ 2,264 

$ (436) 
$ 964 

$ (436) 
$ 1,164 
$ 6,864 
$ 4p864 

$ 2,864 
$ 1,364 

$ 364 
$ 864 

$ (736) 
$ (2,436) 

$ (2,936) 
$ (2,336) 
$ (3,636) 
$ (6,936) 
$ 3,964 

$ (3,536) 
$ (3,i36) 

$ (3,336) 
$ (1,436) 
$ (2,436) 

$ (2,636) 

$ (1,136) 
$ 564 

$ (836) 

$ (2,036) 
$ (4,336) 
$ (1,536) 

$ (1,536) 
$ (1,636) 

$ (2,736) 
$ (2,036) 

$ (2,836) 
$ (3,436) 
$ (3,636) 

$ (11,536} 

$ (23,236) 

$ (18,136) 
$ (16,236) 

$ (8,136) 

$ (2,036) 

$ (3,736) 

$ (2,736) 
$ (5,336) 

$ (48,536) 

$ (27,136) 

$ (4,436) 

$ (5.21) $ (52,064) 

$ (5.08) $ (50,764) 

$ (6.00} $ (49,964) 
$ (4.90) $ (48,964) 

$ (4.74) $ (47,364) 
$ (4.67) $ (46,664) 

$ (4.94) $ (49,364) 
$ (4.80) $ (47,964) 

$ (4.94) $ (49,364) 
$ (4.78) $ (47,764) 
$ (4.21) $ (42,064) 
$ (4.41) $ (44,064) 
$ (4.61) $ (46,064) 

$ {4.76) $ (47,564) 
$ (4.86) $ (48,564) 

$ (4.81) $ (48,064) 
$ (4.97) $ (49,664) 

$ (5.14) $ (51,364) 
$ (5.19) $ (51,964) 
$ (6.13) $ (51,264) 

$ (5.26) $ (52,564) 
$ (5.49) $ (54,864) 

$ (4.50) $ (44,964) 
$ (5.25) $ (52,464) 

$ (5.21) $ (52,064) 
$ (5.23) $ (52,264) 
$ (5.04) $ (50,364) 
$ (5.14) $ (51,364) 

$ (5.16) $ (51,564) 
$ (5.01) $ (50,064) 

$ (4.84) $ (48,364) 
$ (4.98) $ (49,764) 

$ (5.1o) $ (5o,964) 
$ (5.33) $ (53,264) 
$ (5.o6) $ (50,464) 

$ [5.05) $ (50,464) 
$ (5.06) $ (50,564) 

$ (5.17) $ (51,664) 
$ (5.10) $ (50,964) 

$ (5.18) $ (51,764) 
$ (5.24) $ (52,364) 

$ (5.26) $ (52,564) 
$ (6.05) $ (60,464) 

$ (7.22) $ (72,164) 

$ (6.71) $ (67,064) 

$ (5.52) $ (65,164) 
$ (5.71) $ (57,064) 

$ (5.10) $ (50,964) 

$ (5.27) $ (52,664) 

$ (5.17) $ (51,664) 

$ (5.43) $ (54,264) 
$ (9.75) $ (97,464) 

$ (7.61) $ (76,064) 

$ (5.34) $ (53,364) 

CY 2000 Total $ 10r763 $ 0.090 

CY 2001 Total $ (12r137) $ (0.101) 

CY 2002 Total $ (23~937) $ (0.199) 

CY 2003 Total $ (95,637) $ (0.797) 
CY 2004 Total $ (91~919) $ (1.532) 

54 Mo Total $ (212,767) $ (0.394) 

8114r2004 DlslMi]kSensltlvlt yAnalysls xls 



Table 3 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

Jar~uary 2000 - June 2004 
1,000,000 LB Producer 

Touc "~ Requirement of 32,787 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

ppr .;lass Ill Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

Totals / Averages Assume Depool When PPD is Negative 

Assumptions 
Transport Volume 

Rate Per Mile 

Miles 
Haul Credit @400 miles 

IRate per CWT 

FO 1030 

Monthly 
PPD 

Jan-00 $ 0.23 

Feb $ 0.36 
Mar $ 0.44 
Apr $ 0.54 
May $ 0.70 

Jun $ 0.77 
Jul $ 0.50 

Aug $ 0.64 
Sep $ 0.50 
Oct $ 0.66 
Nov $ 1.23 

Dec $ 1.03 
Jan-01 $ 0.83 

Feb $ 0.68 

Mar $ 0.58 
AI: $ 0.63 
May $ 0.47 
Jun $ 0.30 

Jul $ 0.25 
Aug $ 0.31 
Bep $ 0.18 
Nov $ 0.94 
Uec $ 0.19 

Jan-02 $ 0.23 

Feb $ 0.21 
Mar $ 0.40 

Apr $ 0.30 
May $ 0.28 

Jun $ 0.43 
Jul $ 0.60 
Aug $ 0.46 

Sep $ 0.34 

Oct $ 0.11 
Nov $ 0.39 
Dee $ 0.39 

Jan-03 $ 0.38 

Feb $ 0.27 
Mar $ 0.34 

Apr $ 0.26 

May $ 0.20 

Jun $ 0.18 
Dec $ 0.34 

Column I Column il Column III 

Jan-04 $ 0.17 

Feb $ O.27 

Mar $ 0.01 

Jun $ 0.10 

Return After Daily Delivery 
Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
per cwt 

$ (5.21) 
$ (5.06) 

$ (5.00) 
$ (4.90) 

$ (4.74) 
$ (4.67) 
$ (4.94) 
$ (4.80) 

$ (4.94) 
$ (4.78) 

$ (4.21) 

$ (4.61) 
$ (4.76) 
$ (4.86) 

$ (4.81) 
$ (4.97) 

$ (5.14) 
$ (5.19) 
$ (5.13) 

$ (5.26) 
$ (4.50) 

$ (5.21) 
$ (5.23) 

$ (5.04) 
$ (5.14) 
$ (5.16) 

$ (5.01) 
$ (4.84) 

$ (4.98) 
$ (5.10) 
$ (5.33) 

$ (5.05) 

$ (5.o6) 
$ (5.17) 
$ (5.10) 

$ (5.18) 
$ (5.24) 

$ (5.26) 

= (s.~o) 
$ (5.27) 

$ (5.17) 

$ (5.43) 
$ (5.34) 

46 Mo Av $ 0.427 

Return After Monthly Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
total dollars 

$ (52,064) 
$ (50,764) 

$ (49,964) 
$ (48,964) 
$ (47,364) 
$ (46,664) 

$ (49,364) 
$ (47,964) 

$ (49,364) 
$ (47,764) 
$ (42,064) 
$ 44,064 

$ (46,064) 
$ (47,564) 

$ (48,564) 
$ (48,064) 
$ (49,664) 

$ (51,364) 
$ (51,864) 

$ (51,264) 
$ (52,564) 
$ (44,964) 

$ (52,064) 

$ (52,264) 
$ (50,364) 
$ (51,364) 
$ (51,564) 

$ (50,064) 
$ (48,364) 

$ (49,764) 
$ (60,964) 

$ (53,264) 
$ (50,464) 

$ 50,464 
$ (50,564) 

$ (51,664) 

$ (50,964) 

$ (51,764) 
$ (52,364) 

$ (52,564) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (51,664) 

$ (54,264) 

Monthly Return One Time Touch Base 
Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
total dollars 

$ 618 
$ 3,600 
$ 4,400 

$ 6,400 
$ 7,000 
$ 7,7oo 
$ 5,000 

$ 6,400 
$ 5,000 

$ 6,600 
$ 12,300 
$ 10,300 
$ 8,300 

$ 6,600 
$ 5,800 
$ 6,300 

$ 4,700 
$ 3,000 
$ 2,500 

$ 3,100 
$ 1,800 
$ 9,400 
$ 1,900 
$ 2,300 
$ 2,100 
$ 4,000 
$ 3,000 

$ 2,800 
$ 4,30O 

$ 6,000 
$ 4,600 

$ 3,400 

$ 1,100 
$ 3,900 
$ 3,900 
$ 3,800 

$ 2,700 

$ 3,400 
$ 2,600 

$ 2,000 

$ 1,800 

$ 3,400 

$ 1 , 7 0 ~  

$ 2,700 
$ 100 

_ _ o 4 _ j 2 ~ o t a l  _ _  _ _ _  

].64 Mo Total $ ~ 4 , 4 1 8  $ 0.423 J 

8/14/2004 OistMilkSe nsitivityAnalysis xls 



able 4 

omparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

~aho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

an5ary 2000 - June 2004 
,000,000 LB Producer 

'ouch " " Requirement o1 100,000 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

~PD. ,ass ill Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

"otals I Averages Assume Depool When PPD is Negative 

~ssumptions 

"ransport Volume 

~ate Per Mile 

/liles 

taul Credit @400 miles 

~ate per CWT 

Column I 

FO 1030 

Monthly 

PPD 

Jan.00 $ 0.23 

=eb $ 0.36 

~lar $ 0.44 

~,pr $ 0.54 

~lay $ 0.70 

Jun $ 0.77 

Jul $ 0,50 

Aug $ 0.64 

Sep $ 0.50 

Oct $ 0.66 

Nov $ 1.23 

Dec $ 1.03 

Jan-01 $ 0.83 

Feb $ 0.68 

Mar $ 0.58 

Apr $ 0.63 
May $ 0.47 

Jun $ 0.30 

Jul $ 0.25 

Aug $ 0.31 

Sep $ 0.18 

Nov $ 0.94 

Dec $ 0.19 

Jan.02 $ 0.23 

Feb $ 0.21 

Mar $ 0.40 

Apr $ 0.30 

May $ 0,28 

Jun $ 0.43 

Jul $ 0.6O 

Aug $ 0.46 

Sep $ 0.34 

Oct $ 0.11 

Nov $ 0.39 

Dec $ 0.39 

Jan.03 $ 0.38 

Feb $ 0.27 

Mar $ 0.34 

Apr $ 0.26 

May $ 0.20 

Jun $ 0.18 

Dec $ 0.34 

Jan.04 $ 0.17 

Feb $ 0.27 

Mar $ 0,01 

Jun $ 0,10 

Return After Daily Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

per cwt 

$ (5.21) 

$ (5.08) 
$ (5.00) 
$ (4.90) 

$ (4.74) 

$ (4.67) 

$ (4,94) 

$ (4.80) 

$ (4.94) 

$ (4.78) 

$ (4.21) 
$ ( 4 . 4 1 )  
$ (4.61) 
$ (4.76) 

$ (4.86) 

$ (4.81) 

$ (4.97) 

$ (5.14) 

$ (6,19) 
$ (5.13) 

$ (5.26) 

$ (4.50) 
$ ( s . 2 ~  
$ (5.21 

$ (6.23 

$ (5.04 

$ (6.14 

$ (5.16 

$ (5,01 
$ (4.84 

$ (4.98 

$ (5.10) 

$ (5.33) 

$ (5.05) 
$ s. oLs-.-.-.-.-.-.-~___ 
$ (5.06) 

$ (5.17) 

$ (5.1o) 
$ (5.18) 

$ (5.24) 

$ (5.26) 
$ ( 5 . 1 o )  
$ (5.27) 

$ (6.17) 
$ (5.43) 

$ {5.34) 

Column It 

Return After Monthly Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

$ (52,064) 

$ (50,764) 

$ (49,964) 

$ (48,964) 

$ (47,364) 

$ (46,664) 

$ (49,364) 

$ (47,964) 

$ (49,364) 

$ (47,764) 

$ (42,064) 
$ ( ~ , 0 6 ~  
$ (46,064) 

$ (47,564) 

$ (48,564) 

$ (48,064) 

$ (49,664) 

$ (61,364) 

$ (51,864) 

$ (51,264) 

$ (62,564) 

$ (44,964) 

$ 52,464 

$ (62,064) 

$ (52,264) 

$ (50,364) 

$ (51,364) 

$ (51,564) 

$ (50,064) 

$ (48,364) 

$ (49,764) 

$ (50,964) 

$ (53,264) 

$ (50,464) 

$ (50,564) 
$ (61,664) 

$ (50,964) 

$ (51,764) 

$ (52,364) 

$ (52,564) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (51,664) 

$ (54,264) 

$ (53,364) 

46 Mo Av $ 0.427 

Column III 

Monthly Return Ten Percent Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

$ (3,136) 

$ (1,836) 

$ (1,036) 

$ (36) 
$ 1,564 

$ 2,264 

$ (436) 

$ 964 

$ (436) 

$ 1,164 

$ 6,664 

$ 4,864 

2,664 

1,364 

364 

864 

(735) 

(2,436) 

(2,936) 

(2,336) 

(3,636) 

3,964 

(3,136) 

(3,336) 

(1,436) 

(2,436) 

(2,636) 

(1,136) 

664 

(636) 

(2,036) 

(4,336) 

(1,536) 

(1,636) 

(2,736) 

(2,036) 

(2,836) 

(3,436) 

(3,636) 

(3,736) 

(2,736) 

(5,336) 

~ ~ 10,76_~/3 __$ 0.090 

$ 53,875 $ 0.117 

8/1412004 DistMiikSensdivltyAnalysls.x]s 



Table 5 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

January 2000 - June 2004 
1,000,000 LB Producer 

Touc h m~e Requirement of 32,787 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

PP[" lass IV Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

Tota~ ?ages Assume Pool Every Month 

Assumptions 
Transport Volume 

Rate Per Mile 

Miles 
Haul Credit @400 miles 

Rate per CWT 

Column I 

FO 1030 

Return After Daily Delivery 
Million Pound Producer 

Column II 

Return After Monthly Delivery 
Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
total dollars 

Monthly 

PPD 

Jan-00 

Feb 

Mar 
Apr 

May 
Jun 

Jui 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 

Nov 
Dec 

Jan-01 

Feb 
Mar 

Apr 

May 
Jun 
Jul 

Au 
Sep 
Oct 

Nov 
Dec 

Jan-02 
Feb 
Mar 

Apr 
May 
Jun 

Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
OCt 

Nov 
Dec 

Jan-03 
Feb 

Mar 
Apr 

May 

Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
Sep 

Oct 

Nov 
Dec 

Jan-04 

Feb 

Mar 

Apr 

May 

Ju.n 

$ (0.45] 

$ (o.go] 

$ (1.02] 
$ (1.43) 

$ (1.84] 

$ (2.16] 

$ (0.71] 
$ (1.10] 

$ (o.68] 
$ (1.13] 

$ (3.20} 
s (2871 
$ (1.31] 

$ (1.79] 
$ (1.46] 

$ (1.72] 
$ (0.74] 
$ (o.oi} 
$ 0.90 

$ 0.80 
$ 0.49 
$ 1.78 
$ 0.26 
$ 0.20 
$ 0.17 
$ 0.30 

$ (0.37] 
$ 0.06 
$ 0.53 

$ 0,0O 
$ (0.521 
$ (0.41] 
$ 0.04 

$ 0.33 
$ (0.35] 

s _ _ L ~  
$ 0.09 
$ 0.12 
$ (0.34] 

$ (0.06] 
$ 0.17 
$ 0.17 

$ 1.22 

$ 1.88 

$ 2.98 I 
$ 3.15 

$ 2.90 

$ 1.69 
$ 0.81 
$ (o.os) 

$ 0.40 

$ 0.78 ; 
$ 3.91 1 

$ 4.06 

Idaho 
per cwt 

$ (5.89) 
$ (8.34) 
$ (6.46) 

$ (6.87) 

$ (7.28) 
$ (7.59) 

$ (6.15) 
$ (6.54) 

$ (6.12) 
$ (6.57) 
$ (8.64) 

$ (6.75) 

$ (7.191 
$ (6.90) 

$ (7.16) 
$ (6.18) 
$ (5.451 
$ (4.66) 
$ (4.64) 

$ (4.95) 

$ (3.66) 
$ (5.16) 
$ (s.24) 
$ (5.27) 
$ (5.14) 
$ (5.81) 
$ (5.38) 

$ (4.91) 
$ (9.44) 

$ (5.96) 
$ (5.85) 

$ (5.4o) 

$ (5.111 
$ (5.79) 
$ ~  
$ (9.35) 
$ (5.32) 
$ (5.78) 

$ (5.50) 
$ (5.27} 

$ (5.27) 

$ (4.22) 
$ (3.66) 

$ (2.46) 

$ (2.29) 
$ (2.54) 

$ 3..(~p/ 

$ (4.63} 

$ (5.49) 

$ (5.04) 
$ (4.66) 

$ (1.531 
$ (1.381 

$ (58,666) 
$ {63,364) 

$ (66,5661 
$ (88,664) 

$ (72,7641 
$ (76,666) 
$ (61,464) 

$ (85,366) 
$ (61,166) 
$ (85,664) 

$ (86,3641 

s 
$ (87,466) 
$ (71,8641 
$ (68,964) 
$ (71,566) 
$ (61,764) 
$ (54,466) 
$ (45,364 
$ (46,364 

$ (49,464 
$ (36,566 
$ (51,566 

$ (52,666 
$ (51,364 

$ (58,o~ 
$ (53,764 
$ (4g,066) 
$ (54,364) 

$ (59,564) 
$ (58,464) 

$ (53,964) 
$ (51,064) 
$ (87,866) 

$ (53,464) 
$ (53,164) 

$ (57,764) 
$ (66,964) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (82,664) 
$ (42,164) 

$ (35,564) 

$ (24,566) 

$ (22,866) 

$ (26,366) 

$ (46,266) 
s (54,864) 

$ (50,366) 
$ (46,566) 
$ (15,264) 

$ (13.7661 

Column III 
Monthly RetumOne Time Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
totaldollars 

$ (6,282) 

$ (9,0001 
$ (10,200) 

$ (14,3001 
$ (18,400) 

$ (21,500) 

$ (7,1001 
$ (11,000) 
$ (6,800) 
$ (11,300) 

$ (32,0001 

$ (13,1oo) 
$ (17,500) 

$ (14,6001 
$ (17,200) 
$ (7,4OO) 

$ (100) 

$ 9,ooo 
$ 8,000 
$ 4,900 
$ 17,800 

$ 2,800 
$ 2,00o 
$ 1,700 

$ 3,000 
$ " (3,700) 
$ 600 
$ 5,300 

$ O 
$ (5,2oo) 
$ (4,1oo) 

$ 400 
$ 3,300 
$ (3,500) 
$ ( 3 , 6 o ~  

$ 900 

$ 1,200 
$ (3,4o0) 

$ (600) 
$ 1,700 

$ 1,700 

$ 12,200 
$ 18,800 

$ 29,800 

$ 31,800 
$ 29,000 
$ 1 6 , 9 0 0  
$ 8,100 

$ (500) 

$ 4,000 
$ 7,800 

$ 39,100 
$ 4O.60O 

54 Me Av $ 0.061 
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Table 6 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

January 2000 - June 2004 
1,000,000 LB Producer 

Tout ~ Requirement of 100,000 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

PPt ,lass iV Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 
Totals, ~verages Assume Pool Every Month 

Assumptions 
Transport Volume 

Rate Per Mile 

Miles 
Haul Credit @400 miles 

Rate per CWT 

FO 1030 

Column I 
Return After Daily Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Column II 
RetumAfter Monthly Oelivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Column 18 

Monthly RetumTen Percent Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer 
Monthly 

PPD 

Jan.00 

Feb 

Mar 
Apr 

May 

Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
Sep 

On 
Nov 
Dec 

Jan-O1 

Feb 
Mar 

Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 

Au~ 
Sep 
Oct 

Nov 
Dec 

Jan-02 
Feb 

Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jut 

Aug 
Sep 

O~ 
Nov 
Dec 

Jan-03 

Idaho 
per cwt 

$ (0.48) $ (5.89) 
$ (0.90) $ (6.34) 
$ (1.02) $ (6.46) 

$ (1.43) $ (6.87) 

$ (1.64 $ (7.28) 
$ (2.15 $ (7.59) 
$ (0.71 $ (6.15) 
$ (1.10 $ (6.54) 
$ (0.68 $ (6.12) 

$ (1.13) $ (6.57) 
$ (3.20) $ (8.64) 
$ (2.87) $ ( 8 , 3 1 )  

$ (1.31) $ (6.75) 
$ (1.75) $ (7.19) 
$ (1.48) $ (8.90) 

$ (1.72) $ (7.16) 
$ (0.74) $ (6.18) 
$ (0.01) $ (6.45) 
$ 0.90 $ (4.$4) 
$ 0.80 $ (4.84) 

$ 0.49 $ (4.95) i 

i 
$ 1.78 $ (3.66) 
$ 0.28 $ (5,16) 
$ 0.20 $ ( 5 . 2 4 )  
$ 0.17 $ (6.27) 
$ 0.30 $ (5.14) 

$ (0.37) $ (5.81) 
$ 0.06 $ (5.38) 
$ 0.53 $ (4.91) 
$ 0.O0 $ (5.44) 

$ (0.52) $ .(5.96) 
$ (o.41) $ (5.85) 
$ 0.04 $ (9.40) 

$ 0.33 $ (5.11) 
$ {0.35) $ (5.79) 

$ 0.09 $ (5.35) 
Feb $ 0.12 
Mar $ (0,34) 

Apt $ (0.06); 

May $ 0.17 

Jun $ 0.17 
I 

Jul $ 1.22 ! 
Aug $ 1.88 i 

Sep $ 2.98 

Oct $ 3.15 

Nov $ 2.90 
Dec $ 1.69 

Jan-04 $ 0.81 

Feb $ (0.051 
Mar $ 0.40 

Apr $ 0.78 

May $ 3.91 

$ (5.32) 

$ (5.78) 
$ (5.50) 
$ (5.27) 
$ (5.27) 

$ (4.22) 
$ (3.56) 

$ (2.46) 

$ (2.29) 
$ (z66) 
$ (3.78) 
$ (4.63) 

$ (5.49) 

$ (5.04) 

$ (4.66) 
$ (1.53) 

Idaho 
total dollars 

Idaho 
total dollars 

(58,664) 

(63,364) 
(64,866) 
(68,664) 
(72,764) 

(75,864) 
(61,464) 
(65,364) 

(61,166) 
(65,664) 
(86,364) 

(67,464) 

(71,866) 
(88,964) 
(71,564) 

(61,764) 
(54,464) 
(45,364) 
(46,366) 
(49,464) 

(36,966) 
(81,566) 

(6~866) 
(51,366) 
(58,o64) 
(53,766) 
(49,064) 
(54,364) 

(59,566) 
(58,464) 
(53,966) 
(51,064) 

(57,866) 

(53,464) 
(93,164) 
(57,764) 
(54,964) 

(52,664) 
(52,664) 

(42,164) 
(35,966) 
(24,564) 
(22,864) 

(25,364) 

(46,264) 

(66,866) 
(50,366) 
(46,566) 

(15,264) 

$ (9,936) 
$ (14,436) 

$ (16,636) 
$ (19,736) 

$ (23,836) 
$ (26,936) 

$ (12,536) 
$ (16,436) 

$ (12,236) 
$ (16,736) 
$ {37,436) 
= 

$ (18,936) 
$ (22,936) 
$ (20,036) 

$ (22,636) 
$ (12,836) 
$ (5,536) 
$ 3,564 
$ 2,564 

$ (536) 

$ 12,384 
$ (2,636) 
S ( 3 , 4 3 ~  
$ (3,736) 
$ (2,436) 
$ (9,136] 
$ (4,836) 

$ (136) 
$ (8,436) 

$ (10,636) 

$ (9,536) 
$ (6,036) 
$ (2,136) 

$ (8,936) 
s (m,o3~ 
$ (4,536) 

$ (4,236) 

$ (9,836) 
$ (6,036) 
$ (3,736) 
$ (3,736) 

$ 6,764 
$ 13,364 

$ 24,364 

$ 26,064 

$ 23,564 

$ 2,664 

$ (5,936) 

$ (1,436) 
$ 2,364 

$ 33,666 
Ju_r $ 4.06 $ 1.38 

54 Mo Av $ 0.061 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 

Jan," ' 2000 - June 2004 
1,0~ J LB Producer 

Touch Base Requirement of 32,787 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

PPD Uses Class IV Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

Totals / Averages Assume Depool When PPD is Negative 

Assumptions 

Transport Volume 

Rate Per Mile 

Miles 

Haul Credit @400 miles 

Rate per CWT 

Idaho 

47,500 

2.10 

1,283 

112.00 

5.44 

FO 1030 

Monthly 

PPD 

Jul-01 $ 0.90 

Aug $ 0.80 

.Sep $ 0.49 

Oct $ 1.78 

Nov $ 0.28 

De $ 0.20 

.an-02 $ 0.17 

Feb $ 0.30 

Apr $ 0.06 

May $ 0.53 

Jun $ 0.00 

Sep $ 0.04 

Oct $ 0.33 

Jan-03 $ 0.09 

Feb $ 0.12 

May $ 0.17 

Jun $ 0.17 

Jul $ 1.22 

Aug $ 1.88 

Sep $ 2.98 

Oct $ 3.15 

Nov $ 2.90 

Dec $ 1.69 

Column I 

Jan-04 $ 0.81 

Mar $ 0.40 

Apr $ 0.78 

May $ 3.91 

Jun $ 4.06 

Return After Daily Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 
per cwt 

Column II 

Return After Monthly Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

Column III 

Monthly Return One Time Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

$ (4.54) $ (45,364) $ 9,000 

$ (4.64) $ (46,364) $ 8,000 

$ (4.95) $ (49,464) $ 4,900 

$ (3.66) $ (36,564) $ 17,800 

$ (5.16) $ (51,564) $ 2,800 

$ (5.24) $ (52,364) $ 2,000 

$ (5.27) $ (52,664) $ 1,700 

$ (5.14) $ (51,364) $ 3,000 

$ (5.38) $ (53,764) $ 600 

$ (4.91) $ (49,064) $ 5,300 

$ (5.44) $ (54,364) $ 0 

$ (5.40) $ (53,964) $ 400 

$ (5.11) $ (51,064) $ 3,300 

$ (5.35) $ (53,464) $ 900 

$ (5.32) $ (53,164) $ 1,200 

$ (5.27) $ (52,664) $ 1,700 

$ (5.27) $ (52,664) $ 1,700 

$ (4.22) $ (42,164) $ 12,200 

$ (3.56) $ (35,564) $ 18,800 

$ (2.46) $ (24,564) $ 29,800 

$ (2.29) $ (22,864) $ 31,500 

$ (2.54) $ (25,364) $ 29,000 

$ (3.75) $ (37,464) $ 16,900 

$ (4.63) $ (46,264) $ 8,100 

$ (5.04) $ (50,364) $ 4,000 

$ (4.66) $ (46,564) $ 7,800 

$ (1.53) $ (15,264) $ 39,100 

$ (1.38) $ (13,764) $ 40,600 

C ')1 Avg $ 0.742 

C. J02Avg $ 0.204 

..CY 2003 Avg $ 1.437 

CY 2001 Total 

CY 2002 Total 
$ 44,500 $ 0.742 

$ 14,300 $ 0.204 
CY 2003 Total $ 143,700 $ 1.437 

CY 2004 Avg $ 1.992 CY 2004 Total $ 99,600 $ 1.992 

28 MoAvg $ 1.079 28 Mo Total $ 302,100 $ 1.079 

8/14/2004 Dist MilkSen sitivityAn alysis.xls 



Table 8 

Comparison of Delivery Charges versus Producer Price Differential 

Idaho Delivery to Minnneapolis 
Jam, ory 2000 - June 2004 
1,(: 0 LB Producer 

Touch Base Requirement of 100,000 pounds & maximum benefit from the Transportation Credit 

PPD Uses Class IV Base Zoned to Idaho location - $1.60 

ITotals / Averages Assume Depool When PPD is Negative 

Assumptions 

Transport Volume 

Rate Pe r Mile 
Miles 

Haul Credit @400 miles 

Rate per CWT 

Idaho 

47,500 

2.10 

1,283 

112.00 

5.44 

FO 1030 

Monthly 

PPD 

Jul $ 0.90 

Aug $ 0.80 

Sep $ 0.49 

Oct $ 1.78 

Nov $ 0.28 

De- $ 0.20 

Jan-02 $ 0.17 

Feb $ 0.30 

Apr $ 0.06 

May $ 0.53 

Jun $ 0.00 

Sep $ 0.04 

Oct $ 0.33 

Jan-03 $ 0.09 

Feb $ 0.12 

May $ 0.17 

Jun $ 0.17 

Jul $ 1.22 

Aug $ 1.88 

Sep $ 2.98 

Oct $ 3.15 

Nov $ 2.90 

Dec $ 1.69 

Column I 

Jan-04 $ 0.81 

Mar $ 0.40 

Apr $ 0.78 

May $ 3.91 

Jun $ 4.06 

Return After Daily Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

per cwt 

$ (4.54) 

$ (4.64) 

$ (4.95) 

$ (3.66) 

$ (5.16) 

$ (5.24) 

$ (5.27) 
$ (5.14) 
$ (5.38) 
$ (4.91) 
$ (5.44) 
$ (5.40) 
$ (5.11) 
$ (5.35) 
$ (5,32) 
$ (5.27) 
$ (5,27) 
$ (4.22) 
$ (3.56) 
$ (2.46) 
$ (2.29) 
$ (2.54) 
$ (3.75) 
$ (4.63) 
$ (5.04) 
$ (4.66) 
$ (1.53) 
$ (1.38) 

Column II 

Return After Monthly Delivery 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

$ (45,364) 

$ (46,364) 

$ (49,464) 

$ (36,564) 

$ (51,564) 

$ (52,364) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (51,364) 

$ (53,764) 

$ (49,064) 
$ (54,364) 

$ (53,964) 

$ (51,064) 

$ (53,464) 

$ (53,164) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (52,664) 

$ (42,164) 

$ (35,564) 

$ (24,564) 

$ (22,864) 

$ (25,364) 

$ (37,464) 

$ (46,264) 

$ (50,364) 

$ (46,564) 

$ (15,264) 

$ (13,764) 

Column Ill 

Monthly Return Ten Percent Touch Base 

Million Pound Producer 

Idaho 

total dollars 

$ 3,564 

$ 2,564 

$ (536) 

$ 12,364 

$ (2,636) 

$ (3,436) 

$ (3,736) 

$ (2,436) 

$ (4,836) 

$ (136) 

$ (5,436) 

$ (5,036) 

$ (2,136) 

$ (4,536) 

$ (4,236) 

$ (3,736) 

$ (3,736) 

$ 6,764 

$ 13,364 

$ 24,364 

$ 26,064 

$ 23,564 

$ 11,464 

$ 2,664 

$ (1,436) 

$ 2,364 

$ 33,664 

$ 35,164 

."" "q01 Avg $ 0.742 

_ J02 Avg $ 0.204 

3Y 2003 Avg $ 1.437 

3Y 2004 Avg $ 1.992 

28 Mo Avg $ 1.079 

CY 2001 Total $ 11,881 $ 0.198 

CY 2002 Total $ (23,755) $ (0.339) 

CY 2003 Total $ 89,336 $ 0.893 

CY 2004 Total $ 72,418 $ 1.448 

28 MoTotal $ 149,880 $ 0.535 
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Table 9 

Summary of Pooling Comparisons 

Once and Done 
Class III PPD 
Pool Every Month 

Ten Percent Delivery 
Class III PPD 
Pool Every Month 

Once and Done 
Class III PPD 
Depool Maximum 

Te... ercent Delivery 
Class III PPD 
Depool Maximum 

Once and Done 
Class IV PPD 
Pool Every Month 

Ten Percent Delivery 
ClassIV PPD 
Pool Every Month 

Once and Done 
Class IV PPD 
Depool Maximum 

, Percent Delivery 
Class IV PPD 
Depool Maximum 

FO 1030 
Monthly 

PPD 
per cwt 

Monthly Return Various Touch Base Options 
Million Pound Producer 

Idaho - Minneapolis Delivery 

dollars per cwt 

CY 2000 Avg $ 0.633 
CY 2001 Avg $ 0.443 
CY 2002 Avg $ 0.345 
CY2003 Avg $ (0.253) 
CY2004Avg $ (0.988) 
54 Mo Avg $ 0.150 54 Mon Sum 

$ 74,218 $ 0.618 
$ 53,100 $ 0.443 
$ 41,400 $ 0.345 
$ (30,400) $ (0.253) 
$ (59,300) $ (0.988) 
$ 79,018 $ 0.146 

CY 2000 Avg $ 0.633 
CY 2001 Avg $ 0.443 
CY 2002 Avg $ 0.345 
CY2003 Avg $ (0.253) 
CY2004Avg $ (0.988) 
54 Mo Avg $ 0.150 54 Mon Sum 

$ 10,763 $ 0.090 
$ (12,137) $ (0.101) 
$ (23,837) $ (0.199) 
$ (95,637) $ (0.797) 
$ (91,919) $ (1.532) 
$ (212,767) $ (0.394) 

CY 2000 Avg $ 0.633 $ 74,218 $ 0.618 

CY2003 Avg $ 

$ $ CY 2001Avg 0.487 53,600 0.487 
CY 2002 Avg $ 0.345 $ 41,400 $ 0.345 

0.281 0.281 
CY 2004 Avg $ 0.138 
46 Mo Avg $ 0.427 46 Mon Sum 

$ 19,700 $ 
$ 5,500 $ 0.138 
$ 194,418 $ 0.423 

CY 2000 Avg $ 0.633 
CY 2001Avg $ 0.487 
CY 2002 Avg $ 0.345 
CY 2003 Avg $ 0.281 
CY 2004 Avg $ 0.138 
46 Mo Avg $ 0.427 

$ 10,763 $ 0.090 
$ (6,201) $ (0.056) 
$ (23,837) $ (0.199) 
$ (18,355) $ (0.262) 
$ (16,246) $ (0.406) 

46 Mon Sun, (53,875) (0.117) $ $ 

CY 2000 Avg 
CY 2001Avg 
CY 2002 Avg 
CY 2003 Avg 
ICY 2004 Avg 
54 Mo Avg 

CY 2000 Avg 
CY 2001 Avg 
CY 2002 Avg 
CY 2003 Avg 
CY 2004 Avg 
54 Mo Avg 

$ (1.457) 
$ (0.212) 
$ (0.048) 
$ 1.164 
$ 1.652 
$ 0.061 

$ (1.457) 
$ (0.212) 
$ (0.048) 
$ 1.164 
$ 1.652 

64 Mon Sum 

$ 0.061 54 Mon Sum 

$ (176,582) $ (1.472) 
$ (25,400) $ (0.212) 
$ (5,800) $ (0.048) 
$ 139,700 $ 1.164 
$ 99,100 $ 1.652 
$ 31,018 $ 0.057 

$ (240,037) $ (2.000) 
$ (90,637) $ (0.755) 
$ (71,037) $ (0.592) 
$ 74,463 $ 0.621 
$ 66,481 $ 1.108 
$ (260,767) $ (0.483) 

CY 2001 Avg 
CY 2002 Avg 
CY 2003 Avg 
CY 2004 Avg 
28 Mo Avg 

$ 0.742 
$ 0.204 
$ 1.437 
$ 1.992 
$ 1.079 28 Mon Sum 

$ 44,500 $ 0.742 
$ 14,300 $ 0.204 
$ 143,700 $ 1.437 
$ 99,600 $ 1.992 
$ 302,100 $ 1.079 

CY 2001 Avg 
CY 2002 Avg 
CY 2003 Avg 
CY 2004 Avg 
28 Mo Avg 

$ 0.742 
$ 0.204 
$ 1.437 

$ $1,881 $ 0.198 
$ (23,755) $ (0.339) 
$ 89,336 $ 0.893 
$ $ $ 1.992 72,41.8 1.448 

$ 1.079 28 Mon Sum $ 149,880 $ 0.535 
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E GISTER 
Washington, Thursday, January 5/ 7961 

L ~  ' , =~ ,  i i  ~ I I I  ~ . . . .  | |  I - -  , '  - 

. lowing fimdings and conclusions on th'e keting of their milk which, because of.its 
Ag.r~cultural Marketing Service mater ia l  issues ~ based on  e~idence perishabiI i t~,  mu~t .he delivered to ~he 

" presented- at  the hear ing  and  the  record marke t  as it is produced. 
. [ 7 .  CER Part 1025 ] thereof:  Acerta iuamountofreser~emflk iRex- 

l. Cha÷a6ter o/comme~'oe. The ban ' -  cess of the actual  t r a d e s a l e s  ks necessary - 
[D°c~et~T°'AO-S19] ~ of milk in t h e  proposed marke t ing  -to assure a n  adequate supply of mi lk  a t  

MILK IN INDIANAPOLIS, IND., area is in the current.of interstate corn- all t i m e s .  Fluc~u~tions brOugh~ on by 
MARKET|NG. AREA merce andd/rectly burdens, obstructs or . the seasonal ~ b ~ e .  of milk production, 

' e~ec~ interstate,  commerce in. milk and  together  wi th  a relativel,v, un i fo rm level  
Decision on Proposed Marketing its products., of eonsdmption, necessitate the. d.k~si-  

' Agreemen~ and Order The market ing  area ~l~ecifidd' in the t ien  of some of the Grade  A.milk ,pro- 
' proposed •order, • he re inaf te r  re fe r red  to dueed for  the  n ta rke t  into  mamffac tu r ing  

P~t'..to the. provisions of the as the Indianapolis marketing area,, in- channels. This excess milk must b~ 
~o-rictdtural Market ing-  Agreement  Act chides all the  terr i tor~ in the  counties of manufac tu red  in to  l~utter~ eheese : ' and  
of 1937, .as amended (.7 U.S.C, 601. et" Boone, Clinton, Delaware, . Fayet te ,  s imilar  products aud.~old i ~  competiti-on 
seq.), anc~ the  applicable ru les  of prk~- Grant,  Hamilton,  Hancoclc, Hendricks,  .with pr0duc~s from. ungraded  ~ .. 
t ics  and  procedure governing t h e f o r J n u -  Henry, Howard, J o h n s o ~  Madison, lViilk disposed of tomannfact-uring outy. 
latio:z of m a r k e t i n g  a~oTeements and  Marion, MontgomerY, Morgan,  P u t n a z ~  lets r e ~ .  considerably less t h a n  t h a t  
marke t ing  orders  (~ CFR Par~ 900)= a.. Rush, Shelby, Tippecanoe, Tipton,  a n d  marketed  fo~ flizid use. Consequent ly,  a 
1outlier:hearing was he ld  a t  lndian~!oolis, Wayne, all .in t h e  • Sta te  of Ind iana ,  well defined and  u~iformly applied p l a n  
Y~ndiana, o~.Apri126.t,a.29,.1960, pm:suant MiLk .handled in. the .marketing. area  of  use classification, .w'_i.'t~ the prot~er 

' to  not ice thereof issued on M a r c h  31, moves in  m a n y  forms over s ta te  lines, pricing of m i ~  in  such use~ is necessary 
.1960 ..(~5 l~Et. 2899) ,. upon a proposed M~ilk tha~ is processed and  packaged i n  .to prevent  such" exdess mi lk  f rom de-  
-zn~k~tinZ agreement  and  order  t ogs -  the marIseting a r e a  is d is t r ibuted  on. press£ng, the  m a r k e t  price of. all- Gra~e  
• to t ing  t h e  hand l ing  of m i l k  in  the  routes inva r ious  communit ies  in. I l l inois ' ~.mflk. To. be.suc~essful, t h e  classi~ca-  
Indianapol is ,  . Indiana,  m a r k e t i n g  area~ and Ohio and, convers~y,  •some m i l k .  t ion of and p a y m e n f ~ o r  mi lk  i n  accord-  

Upon .the basis oZ. t h e  evidence int~ou from II/inois and Ohfo p lan t s  is d is t r ib-  ance  .with .its use r e q u i r e s  t h e  fu l l  
duced a t  the  hea r ing  a n d  .the record uted in the  market ing  area .  D t 2 i n g  p~- t ic ipat ion Of. all. those engaged in  

.. thereof ,  ~he Deputy  Adminis~ 'a tor ;  those months  in  recent  years w h e n  pro-  marke t ing  milk in  th i s :marke t .  Orderty. 
Agr icu l tm 'a l .  Marke t ing  .qervice, on .  ducer deliveries were-inadequate for t he  marke t ing  of t h e  milk produced, fo r  f luid 

.November I0, 1960. (25 .I~.R. I0872;. ~,1%. needs o~ the mar.ket, milk for distribu- consumption requires.uniformit~ of !oay 
• Doe. 60-10674), filed.,~rith t h e  B;earing t ion  ir~ the  market ing  area  was. p u r - .  prices by handlc~s and  a m e a ~ s  whereby  

Clerk, U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  of chased f rbm p lan t s  in Wisconsin and  the ' lower average r e tu rns  resul t ing f r o m  
Agricu].ture, .his rec6mmended  decision, ]Kentucky. surplus .milk may be sha red  equitably 
containing notice of opportunity tofile : 
written exceptions thereto. When the supply ofproducer milk ~s in among producers,. 

The mater ia l  issues of record re la te  to: excess of local rdquirements for  fluid use, The  problems of u n ~ a b l e  marke t ing  
substant ia l  quanti t ies  of mi lk  ant i  c ream encountered~by producers  in  the  I n d i a n -  1. W he t he r  the  handl ing .of  mi lk  pro- 

duced for  sa le  in  t h e  proposed m ar ke t -  for manufac tu r ing  proposes a re  shipped apolls market-lng a rea  are  Rot Rncomm0n 
i n g  area  is in  the  cur ren t  of in te r s ta te  from the  p lants  o f  handlers  who would ' in  fluid milk markets .  T h a  -problems 
commerce ,or  directly burdens,  obstructs,  be.  regulated by  the  proposed order to which have resu l ted  in  un re s t  a n d  In -  

other  p lan t s  in  Ind iana  and  to p lan ts  in  stabili ty in  this  ~rea are s imi la r  to those  
or aEeots, in te rs ta te  commerce i n  milk Kentucky, Tennessee, West Virgima, and  characteris t ic  cf t he  f luid.milk indus t ry  
or-its products; ' Ohio. These-plants manufacture such in the absence of regulatio!t or a we/l- 
• , ~., Whether marketing conditionsshow dairy produc~s as butter, eheese~ nonfat defined ciass~ed pricing plan, A mar- 
t h e  need for the issuance of a mi lk  mar -  
ket ing agreement  or Order which  w i n  dry mi lk  and  condensed milk.. A sub-  . keting o r d e r  ~s he re in  proposed will- 
t end  to effectuate the  policp of the  Act; s tant ia l  por t ion of such mi lk  products-  promote orderly marke t ing  by assur ing 
and. are moved ovsr 'a wide area in the  s t ream producerspr ices  equivalent  to those con- 

S. t~ a n  order is .issued w h a t  i ts  p ro -  of in ters ta te  commerce. • tomplated under  t he  Act. 
'v i s ions  should be wi th  respect ~o: ' 2. Nee~ ]:or a~ orde~ Market ing  con- The  buying p rac t i ces  of -various h a n -  

(.a) The  scope, of regula t ion;  ditlons . in  the  . Indianapolis ,  Ind iana ,  dlers in the  marke t  have  caused Lnsta- 
(b) The classification, a n d  al location . marke t ing  area justify t h e i s s u a n c e  of a bility in the  marke t ing  of .milk. Pr ices  

of milk; .marketing agreement  and order, paid • farmers  for  milk. ' for~iuid use  have  
(c )  The de terminat ion  ~nd  level, of There is no overaII plan w~ereby f a r m -  " frequently been below t h e  Class I pr ices  

class prices; . .  ers supplying milk.to this  marke t ing  area  an  order would provide. M a n y  Pr0ducers  
. (d )  Dis t r ibut ion of proceeds to pro~ are assured of payment  for the i r  mil;r i n  h a v e n o  means of aseertain£ug how their .  

ducers;  an~  accordance with it.~ use. " I n  some seg- mi lk  is utilized a~ the  p l an t s  to w h i c h  
ments  of -the area there is no  prqeedure tliey, deliver" or whe the r  t h e  basis on  

(.e) AdminIs~a t ive  provisions, whereby farmers  may  p ~ i c i p a t e  i n p r i c e  which- they are  paid .• will - be revised. 
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nattu-al incen~ve to  the  movement  of:'i~plant in  the. marke t ing  a r ea  which pask-  
bu t t e r f a t  to the  m~nufac tu re  of bu~r!~(!~ges i t  for  dis tr ibut ion t h a n  at. a . p l a n t  
a~ the  expense of preferred outlets sueh~-;~rom which  milk mus t  be .moved to the  
as fo rco t t age  cheese and  frozen dessert~. .~inarke "tty~ a rea  for  Class I uses. Recog- 

• " Mercer.or, at t h e r e c o m m e n d e d  ra t e  t he~ in i t i on  i n  the  order . through the  medium 
• cost of butterfat ,  i n  the  marke t  will bei~iof a location differential should be given 
competi t ive wi th .bu t te r la t  f rom alterna~!~'to this  difference in value~ . 
t i r e  sources of  supply. ~'!.  So as to b e  equitable to  all ha~ldlers,- 

A .proposal by. handlers  to apply a the  m i n i m u m  Class I price to be paid 
somewha t  lower value for bu t t e r f a t  used 
in  b u t t e r  and cheese is unnecessarY, in  
.this m a r k e t  for essentially the  same rea-  
son.  tha t .  a separate  price .should not  
apply to milk ~sed in manufac tu re ,  of 
such  products. Handlers  who would be 
regu la ted  by the  order do not  m a i n t a i n  
extensive but te r  and  cheese _manufac- 
tur ing,  operation~. To provide • a lower 
b u t t e r f a t  differential for milk i n s u c h  

for approved.milk should no t  be depend- 
ent  upon the  type of Plant  receiving the  
milk. However, to  the  ex tent  t h a t  mi lk  
is received elsewhere f rom dairy f a r m -  
ers and  brought  to the  market ing area 
by a handler ,  the  handle r  has  assumed 
a t r a n s ~ r t a t i o n  cost which m~ght o ther-  
wise be borne by -the dairy farmers,  
Under  these, circumstances,  the Class I 
price should be adjUsted  downward to 

. I  

should be reduced tO reflect the  lower -;!~ 
'. value of such milk f,o.b, t h e  point, to  -,:~ 
~: which delivered: ............. ~ ............ ~ ................. ',--"~..~ 
S''i~6"a~ud~ment should be made in the, 
: Class r r  price because of the  location o f  

the  p lan t  to. which the milk is delivered. 
i There  is little-difference in  the  value of " 
i ra  ilk for manufactured used associated 
! wi th  location of t h e  p lan t  receiving t he  
}milk. This  is because of "the low cost 
i per  hundredweight 'o f  m~lk involved in  

t ranspor t ing  manufae tured  • products.  
The prices paid for 'ungraded mi lk  r e -  
ceived at  various points wi th in  tl~e mi lk-  

,shed do n o t  indicate any  difference in .  
value associated with. location " 

After  a handler  receives milk for  Class 
I I  use, h e s h o u l d  be expected to hand le  

i and  dispose of the  milk by ' the  most  ad -  
uses could s t imulate  uneconomic use of. give considerat ion to the  cost of haul ing,  vantageous.method possible.. Prices Paid 
mi lk  in  the-~e lower valued outlets While milk to the  market ing  area.  .producers for such milk should not;. be 
a h i g h e r  use produc?~ demand  .is avail-"i  I t  is cnstornary, in  both  regulated and-  made. .dependent upon t he  method  orb- 
able. ThUs, r e tu rns  t o p r o d u c e r s  would ~unxegulated markets ,  for  handlers: t o  ployed by .the handier  in  disposing of 
be adversely affected. iPaY dairy  fa rmers  delivering milk to such milk. To .do otherwise would re -  
. To. coordinate  t he  Class I price and  iplants  f a r t h e r  removed f rom the  marke t  ' move pa r t .  of the  incentive for keeping 

• Class I bu t t e r f a t  differential  announce-  ~a lesser price, p e r h u n d r e d w e i g h t  t h a n  hand l ing  cost~ a t  .a ~ u r m  
• m e r i t . d a t e ,  t he  Class I bu t t e r f a t  dtf-  ~is paid dah-T farmers, delivering, directly T o  insure t h a t  .milk would no t  be  

f e ren t i a l  should, be based on  the  avex'- to  plants  in  the  marke t ing  area. To the  m o v e d  unnecessarily a t  producers '  ex-  
age. pr ice  of b u y e r  in  t he  .preceding .extent  t h a t  this  represents  a lower p l4ce  ~ense, the  order should conta in  a p ro -  
m o n t h .  The Class r r  price and  bu t t e r -  ibecause of the  location of . the milk, such vision to determine:whetk~er ~ re'ans- 
i.at differential  will no t  be announced  !difference in  value should be recognized ferred between plants  m a y r e c e i v e  t h e  
• un t i l  a f te r  t h e  end of the.  m o n t h  and  j u n d e r  the  order. '~ locat ion differential credit. .Th i s  should 

• should be based on cur ren t  m o n t h  prices. Indianapolis.  is the  principal  city in.! provide t h a t  for the  purpose of caleu-  
'Although.  handlers  .will no t  know t h e  the  marke t ing  a r e a  and  is so si tuated la t ing  such location differential  c redi t  
exact  cost  of Class rr  mi lk  as i t  ~t utilized, with respect  to the  overall  sales area  the  skim milk and bu t t e r fa t  in  fluid mi lk  

... t hey  will-know t h a t  the i r  cost tends  t0 of regulated handlers  t h a t  basing 10ca- products  t ransferred i n  b ~ k  form. be  
follow- daily and  weetfiy dairy product  t iondt f fe rent ia l  mileage z0nes f rom such a s s igned to  the  available skim mi lk  a n d  
prices a n d  cost of milk to  the i r  pl"~- City would be equitable to-a l l  handlers,- ,  bu t t e r fa t  classified in  C la s s  r r  i n  t h e  
cipal  competitors.  The  Monument  .Circle i n  Indianapolis  i t ransferee  p lan t  before be ing .a l loca ted .  

" ' • T h e  bu t t e r fa t  differential  to producers represents  a n  appropriate  point f rom i to CIass I milk a t  such- plant .  
should  be calculat~d a t  the  average of which, t he  mi leage  used in  applying the  i Use of equ/valent ~r /ces .  I f  for  a n y  
t h e  Class I and  Cla.~ I I  bu t t e r f a t  di l-  location differentials.should bemeasured,  i r e , o n  a price quotat ion required by  

- fe ren t ia l s  weighted by t h e  proport ion Because the  Indianapol is  marke t ing  ! th i s  .-order for computing class prices - 
o f .bu~er fa . t  in  approved milk  classified area is spread over a relatively large.! or  for o ther  purposes is no t  available i n  

• ': i n  each  c l a ~  during, the  month .  Thus, ter r i tory  and  because milk distr ibuted. in the  m a n n e r  described; the  m a r k e t  ad -  
r e tm 'ns  to  producers  ~vill reflect t h e d e -  the  marke t ing  a rea  is moved great  dis- i min is t ra to r  should use a price de ter -  
tua l  va lue  of t he t r  bu t t e r f a t  a t  t he  class tances, i t  would be inappropr ia te  to h a v e :  mined  by the  Secretary .~o be equivalent  
p~ces  provided by  the  o r d e r . .  ._ ' . location differential  mileage zones.appli- ~ to  t he  price which.is  required. Inc lud-  
.... L ~ ' d 2 ~ , O ~ Z ~ ' d ~ i ~ { ~ t ~ - . - ~ . A - s - c ~ e d ~ e " ~ f :  cable less t h a n  ~6 miles f rom Indianapo-~, ing such a provision in  the  order  will 
locat ion differentials should be incor-  lis. Acccrdingly, t h e C l a s s I p r i c e  should~ l eave -no  uncer ta in ty  wi th  respect  to 
pora ted  i n t h e  order to pl~vide a n  ap-  be reduced by 10 cents for  the  .~a'st. 80~ ~he p rocedure  which shal l  .be followed 
p ropr i a t e  ad~Nstment of o~xler prices a t  miles and  1.5 cents  for  each additional~ in  the  absence of. any  price quota t ions  
t h e  hmat ion  o f  any  p l an t  f rom which I0 miles or f rac t ion  thereof  with  respect~ which are  customarily used and  the reby  
.milk is moved t o  the  marke t ing  area. to  approved milk- received a t  a plantii  preven~ a a y  unnecessary i n t e r rup t ion  

• " ° I ~  

W i t h % h e  same class prices applicable, which ~s not  l e s s - t h a n  ~0 miles from.~i in  t h e o p e x a f l o n  of the  order. 
m i l k r e c e i v e d . a t a p l a n t o u t s i d e t h e m a r - .  Monumen tCi re l e in ind lanapo l i s .  .:If P a y m e n t s  o ~  . u n ~ r f c s ~  m i l k . . T h e  
ket ing  area  and  moved to t he  marke t ing  • Mar ionCoun ty  in  which is located the  ~ order  should provide t h a t  paymen t  he  
a rea  fo r  processing and  packaging m a y .  citY of Indianapolis ,  is the  most heavily '. made  into the  producer-se t t lement  f u n d  

.be expected-to be more  costly to a b a n -  " populated county in I n d i a n a . . P r o d u c e r s  ~ with respect to nnpr iced milk which  is 
dler t h a n  mi lk  received dlrectly- f rom shipping to p lan ts  in  Marion County i- allocated to Class I mi lk : in  a pool p lan t .  
da i ry  fa rmers  a t  his  processing p lan t  ~ mhs t  pay more for haul ing  the i r  milk i Receipt of milk in  excess of Class I 
2n t he  m a r k e t i n g  area.  I n  the  same ~ ~han do the i r  neighbors supplying plants  !. disposition is necessmT to operate  a f luid 
m a n n e r ,  addi t ional  t r anspor t a t i on  costs!, in- the  smaller  cities and  in the  more : .milk business. '  Because of seasonal  
would, be incurred by the  opera,  or of a-"..rural communit ies  in  the  market ing  area. ~ f luctuations in product ion w i t h o u t  co t -  
p l a n t  f rom which  pgckaged milk is.i To give recognit ion ~o th is  factor,  t h e i  responding changes in  demand,  th i s  

,,. moved a relatively long dis tance to the-; Class I price for approved milk received ! excess or reserve milk mus t  be marke t ed  
area. Unless  provision, is l a t  p lants  outside Marion- County (the ~ in  manufac tu red  :form in  compet i t ion  

~e order: for the  appl icat ion of ~ base• zone) should be reduced by a. loea- ~ wi th  products made f rom ungraded  milk.  
fferentials , .producers deliver- i t ion differential of 5. cents i f  such p lant  i The  existence of this  reserve Grade  A 
~ p l a n t s  loca ted-a t  some dis-.! is le~s t h a n  70 miles f rom IVtonument ~ milk, which.mnst  be marke ted  a t ~  lower 

the  marke t ing  area would.; ;ircle in  IndianaPolis.  i price, is the  pr imary cause of the  i n s t a -  
-~.same uni form prices as pro- The location differentials here r eco~-~  bili.ty which may affect fluid mi lk  
[vering to p lan t s  in  the  m a r -  mended are economically sound and  Wfll~ markets .  
~.. : - be applicable to all handlers  wherever ~ Considerable volumes of Grade  A mi lk  
chemical ly more  feasible to located. The  proposed ra tes  approxi-~ mus t  be disposed of as surplus by va r i -  
deeds of- the  marke t  for  fluid ma te  those • contained in  other  nearby ~ cue um'egulated p lan ts  f rom which . . the  
I tem those  f m ~ s  or p lan t s  Federal  orders and  are  represen ta t ive  of ~! Indianapol is  order hand le rs  m a y  ob ta in  

,~.., _ . . . . . . . .  e m a r k e t  before br inging in the  cost of haul ing-mi lk  by an  efficient! .milk. When  milk is available in  sub-  
~:.".!'!I m i l k  f rom more d is tan t  p lants .  The :-means to the  market .  ~.~,~ s~a~tial volumes..from nonpool sources, 
~i!: value of milk to  .the m a r k e t  for  fluid ' Prices paid producers supplying plant~, i~ handle~m under  the order  cou ld  ob ta in  
~ ;  purposes  ~s grea ter  at  t he  locat ion of a .~at which .location differentials apply' ~ such milk at  prices reflecting i t s  value  

. ,  ' - r  L . 




