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. _My‘lnar_ne is Mike McCully, AsScciate'-DirectOr of 'Dairy Procurement at
Kraft Foods ' and | am test'ifying on their be'half I have worked "for'Kraft' over 10

. years . and currently have responsrbmty for U S. mllk procurement u. S and

- globa[ dalry market anaIyS|s and pnce fcrecastmg and U S dalry commodrty rlsk -

o _management Kraft isa member of the National Cheese Instrtute Mrlk Industry

Foundation, and the tnternatronal Dalry Foods Assocratron My testlmony is in

'cpposmon to Natlona! Milk Producer Federatlon S (NMPF) proposal tc amend the |

. '_Class I and CI__ass I milk fcrmula-e, and a-ls.o _opp_oses the_ need for an emergency
| ruling. . | . .. |
| “Kraft is _a'maj_or manuf_acturer an_dl mark_e't_er of cottag’e chee_se'and_.so_ur |
- cream wtth Ieading' bran'd Inames of Breakstone'sand IKnudsen -alon'g With other
> __-Class I products, such as PoHy—O Ricotta Cheese Kraft’s productron facrlltres _.

are located in Waltcn NY for ccttage cheese and sour cream Vrsalla CA for -

- cottage cheese and sour-cream Campbe[l- NY for rlcotta cheese and Lehlgh

3 PA for TaSS|mo coffee products We alsc buy cottage cheese products made by ,
| -'CooIBrands at the former Kraft plant in North Lawrence NY

H|story has a way of repeatlng |tse1f and darry pohcy is no exceptlon

'Take the case of Baldwrn v, G AE. Seello (294 U S. 511 523) It stated that.
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o | mrlk prices needed to be artrf crally enhanced for the marntenance of a regular
: | and adequate suppty of pure and wholesome mrlk the supply berng put in |
Jecpardy_ when farmers... a_reunable to ea_rn a hvrng_ |ncome."._Wh|Ie this scunds'”j _'
 like it was taken from todayls hea.dlline's',. it is in: fact from 1935 And si.n.c"_e .th'e'
. Un'i'ted_ States'has not_run o_ut of_:_.r,nilk' eince.that timet one c'an_con_clude_ similar

corn_rnent.sf currently, while retaining political and popular appeal; are not

reflective of actual -eu_'p_ply' co'nditions‘. More recently, Dairy Farmers of America

| =(formerly' Mid America Da'iryrnen_and- others) prop_osed.implementing a price fioor
| of $13.50/cwt on Class | and If milk at an early 1998 hearing. While the

: '-approach was drfferent from the current NMPF proposal, in effect it would have

also decoupled Class I and H prrces from Class mn and IV prrcee USDA denred -

' therr proposa[ and the rest of 1998 saw record hrgh mllk and dalry oommodrty

fpnces

lf Kraft were aotrng in |ts own self-rnterest we could actually suppcrt thrs

'.proposal from NMPF USDA s own ana!ysrs for thrs hearmg has shown the
._rncrease in Class | and II prrcee would reduce Class I usage and force more mllk |
“into manufactured uses. As a result followmg basrc economrc supply and
'-'demand Iogrc darry oommodrty prrces would decrease benef trng cheese -
compames Irke Kraft However Kraft opposes NMF’FS proposat for the - |

following r_easons_. .

o It wouid: have a' 'neQa’tiVe impact on Clase' I pr'od'ucts '
- It would result |n benefrts that are regronally drspropcrtronate ,

It is the wrong solutlon to a Ionger—term problem o




'._-' Emergency marketing co'nditions do not_e'x'ist

- Negative Impact o Class Il Products

NMPF S proposal wouid haye a direct and negatlve rmpact to Kraft 8 Class |

.'_-.Il products as weII as to the entire Class Il product category Slnce Kraft‘

- products sell for a premium in. the marketpiace we have Ilmlted abrlrty to pass on -
_._:hlgher costs. Howeyer priyate Iabei products are more responswe to cost | |
: changes We analyzed nearly seven years of data to determlne the correlatron

| between Class ] mlik prices and retall prices for prlvate !abel sour cream and

cottage cheese The correiations are posrtlye and most apparent ona two—three |

month fag WhICh is. expected given how prrvate iabel prrcmg works Proponents

" state the cost rncreases resulting f_r_om_thrs pro_posal_ can 5|mply be pa_ssed on

- 'through retail pricing cf'these pro‘ducts | i—ioweyer.there |sno ccnSidera‘ticn giyen |
' to the impact on consumer demand from those changes Prior testimcny on th|s |
-_subject as well as economic I|terature has repeatedly dccumented the fact that |

consumer demand for manufactured dairy products is qwte sensrtwe to changes *

- _.|n price W|thout getting into a Iengthy drscussmn overwhat the correct price o o

elasttmty is, one thl_ng is clear: passing mcreased costs on to consumers will
- n‘eg'ati.\reiy impact dernand for those products an.d th.e dairy industry at Iarge,.'
| Kraft works 'every day to in‘crease demand for dairy products
Unfortunately, the demand trends for most da|ry prod ucts have been deci|n|ng
| - over the past 20 to 30 years Per caplta consumption of cottage cheese declrned.:'-'
_f_rom the m|d-1970 s to the. mid-1990_s before stabrirzrng_at current levels. Kraft ..

" an.d'.__oth'er cottage cheese manufaCtUrers hav_e work_ed hard to stop this deciine




_ by.introducmg mnovatrve new products such as Breakstones and Knudsen
Cottage Doubfes and promotmg the health benef ts of the product Per caplta |
' .consumphon of ncotta cheese mcreased steadrly from the mrd 1970 'sto about
| 2000 before falllng slrghtly in the past f ive years Itis rmportant to note that. thrs o

- trend change was concurrent w1th the tast | increase in the Class I mlmmum pnce

when the Class !I dlfferentlal was mcreased from 30 cents to 70 cents If the goal

for the mdustry is t_o increase consumer demand, increasing pnces will not help- .

3 to'accom'plish that g'oal -

NMPF S proposal would create drspantres between products made in CA

and the Federat Orders Kraft has the abllrty to manufacture Breakstone s |

'Cottage Cheese products in both NY and CA In July 2006 foIIowrng the
_ temporary cIosure of our Walton NY plant due to floodmg we shrfted production '
- -of Breakstone s Coftage Cheese products to our plant in V|saha CA. Normal!y, .

o the Vlsaha plant produces Knudsen products for the West coast but [t also has

the abmty to produce Breaksfone S products that are sofd in the Mrdwest and

East. Currently, it does not make flnanmal sen__se_to_mak_e Breaksfone S _products -

in CA. However, inc'reas_ing the price spread between CA and Federal Orders

. has the potential to create shifts in product production out of the Federal Orders .

o and into CA.

NMPF's proposa[ also would create d:sparltles between darry products |

_and non-dalry products As detalled earlier, rf this proposal is lmpiemented

| _prlces for Class Il products will i rncrease As an example for a product like a

da:ry-based d|p companles could conS|der reformulatrng the product to use more




non- da|ry products Consumers wou[d also potentlally respond by shlftmg to
_ non-dalry products such as vegetabie-based dips. Aga:n thls does not help
o bu|Id demand for dalry products |
| ‘NMPF's proposa! would create dlspar|t|es between Class II m|[k and Class _ |
\Y _mrl_lf;- powders. Whlle the current proposal to change th_e_CIa_s_s i sklm pnce |
_formu_la m_ay appear to have an impact of less than a penny per _hun'dre_dweight, it '
is the future _that is of greater concer. In the past, changes in the .C[ass IV price
- forrn_Uta'_ (Class Ill prior to order reform) automatically changed the Class Il price
: _lforr.nula' Under'-this prop'osal t'his link would be severed, and future'changes 'in' -
' _' the Class IV pnce formu[a wouid automatlcal!y change the relatlonsh|p between |
_ the Class 1! and v sklm prrces The questron of the appropnate pnce
_ _'reIatlonshrp among t_he __cln‘ferent classes was -addressed at the May 2000 Federal
Order hearing. ‘In the final decision from October 2001, USDA fotind that “any
ree'\raluation of the fdrmutas used to price the 'components used in rnanufactUring:__
- products shculd be camed through to the class pnces that are based on those
-ccmponent prrces The fuII summary_pro_vrdes add_:hon_a[ context for the s
_ de_cislon_.
"‘Ne|ther the price relatlonshrps establlshed in the final _
' decrsron between milk used in Class |l or Class iV and milk used i in
~ Classes | and [l should be changed. To the extent that there may -
. be differences in the Class Ill and Class |V prices between the
current prices and those adopted in this decision as a result of
_ adjustments to the component pricing formulas, those changes
~should be reflected in the Class | and Class II prices. Any . .
reevaluation of the formulas used to price the components used i in
* manufacturing products should be carried through to the class =
* prices that are based on those component prices. A change in the

-computation of the nonfat solids prices, for instance, is intended to
better reflect the value of those solids in dry milk products. If the




new nonfat solids pnce formula resu!ts in an increase in the Class
[V price, the record provides no basis for changmg the difference in
~ the value of milk used in those solids between Class IV and Class Il
“use. Similarly, the availability of milk for use in Class | is related to
the higher of the alternative manufacturing values for that mitkk. The
“ current relationships should be maintained.” Federal Register, VoI
66, No 207, Thursday, October 25, 2001 B |
To be consrstent with USDA s decrsron from the May 2000 heanng NMPF s
" proposal shouId be denled
_- Flnally, USDA’s own analy.sis of the i'mp'ac't' on the _Cl.ass l market shows
'thisis a Iose—Iose oroposition for everyone involved 'As published in the notice
o _for th:s heanng, the model used to analyze the rmpacts of th|s proposal prowded- |
. _'the foIIowrng results | o
- -‘. -Class i mllk usage decreases by 20 mrlhon pounds :
. 'Federal Order CIass 1 recelpts increase by $12 mllhon but itis not
enough to of‘fset decreases in cash recelpts for other classes_ o
e Total Federal Order class receipts'fall by $8 'mill'ion
. _ The aII mitk prlce decreases by $0. O'Ifcwt and average U S producer

_revenue decreases by $21 mrIIron o

To summanze the cost to manufacturers and consumers mcreases demand

| _ 'decreases and the prloe to farmers decreases In short th|s proposal seems to'

- have the potentlal for sig n|f|cant negatlve |mpact without any beneflt

The Beneﬂts are Req:onaliy- Dlspropomonate
Class I and II utlliza’uon vartes W|dely by regron H:gh Class [ utHrzatron
' markets mclude the FIorlda Appa!ach:an and Southeast orders Low Class I

' u__tllgzatron mar_kets |ncl_ude thekUpper M|dwest', Pacific Northwest,_and Central ,




a -orders The average for January through October 2006 isa 37% Class .
: utlllzatlon for aII Federal Orders. For Class 1l. utllrzatron the Federal Ordertotal is
' "less than 13% in 2006 Once agaln the Upper M|dwest has the lowest usage

- W|th 5 5% for the January through October 2006 period, whlle the Northeast has

the hlghest ut|I[zat|on of nearly 20% leen the d|fferences in utrlrzatron by order "
it is clear NMPF’s proposal Would beneft producers in hlgher Class | and ll

utmzatlon markets Unfortunately, these same benefrts do not accrue to

producers in lower Class | and |1 utlllzat[on markets spemf cally the Upper

- Mldwest

" Asa major buyer of cheese in Wl MN SD and lA we are very concerned-- o

' oyer the Iong—term |mpacts to the dalry mdustry in the Upper Midwest from this

proposal USDA $ own analyS|s has shown the negatlve lmpact on manufactured o

' products and Class I and IV prices.’ ln areas wrth low Class f and Il ut|I|zat|on .
: thls proposal would decrease the m|Ik prices for farmers in those areas At the
. same time, it would i rncrease prices for producers in the hlgher price markets in .

'the U.S. such as the Southeast and do very l|ttle for or harm producers in the

-lower_prrce _markets_ such as the Upper Mldwest. In the Federal _Reglster notlce :

' "_.for'this hearing (Volume 71 N'umbe'r 225), USDA- states'-“the proposed inCreases
" toClass | and Il movers have the same effect as rncreasmg Class I and i

_drfferentlals at all tocatrons by the effectwe proposed changes 7 I belleve most of '

us remember the contentrous and reglonally d|\r|swe debate fhat took place in the

'-Iate 1990 S regardlng Class ] dlﬁerentlats Unfortunately, NMPF s proposal has

N _re\nved that debate.




The Wro.nd Solution' 'to' a Lonqer—Term Pfoblem

NMPF 5 propcsal states current C[ass | and II prlces are madequate to
ensure orderly marketang and notes the growrng dlfﬁculty of supplylng deficit |
' '-markets We questlon whether th|s is a natlona[ issue or a local or regional .
ulssue Smce Kraft has not had any problem gettlng mrlk for our Class [ plants in

NY PA or CA |t appears that th|s is not a national problem

1 the problem is supplymg deflcrt markets such as the Southeast then

o specmc pollcy, market, and technologlcal solut|ons should be pursued For

| example; Iocatlon_drffere_ntlals _rn specrﬁc South_east markets cculc_i be adjusted.or
inc'reased' | .Instea.d-of'a p'olicy- change market driven-over-order premium's co.ul.d |
be |ncreased to promote more Iocal milk product|on Another example is
._ concentrated m|lk could be sh[pped in from other areas where m:lk is more..

_' plent:ful_,-such as the Upper Mrdwest or New Mexrco/W.est Texas. Ora_nges are'n’t
_grown in'Wisconsin 'or New Mekicc bult con'sumers there seem to enjoy |

.'; concentrated orange ju|ce shlpped |n from Florida. Wlth today’s technology, o
_ concentrated mrlk could be utilized to fqurII the needs of those deficit markets

_ _poten_t|ally at a lower cost for the entire system. Looklng at new technology, Just
rece'ntly,: researchers' at Oregon State University de.ve-l'oped a process .to extend-
'the shelf Ilfe of mrEk Hydrostatrc pressure processrng produces a product with a
| 45 -day shelf Ilfe when refngerated and marntarns the taste of fresh m|Ik These . -
are just two examples of how technology has the abrllty to solve the problem of

Sup_p_lymg milk to deﬂmtareas..- _.




The problem wzth mrlk su.pphes in the Southeast is not new. At the
'_February 1998 BFP Price Floor heanng, Dr Bob Cropp from the Unrversrty of
Wrsconsrn ooncrsely explalned the milk supply srtuatlon in the Southeast
: lnoreasmg Class I and II prices will not solve the seasonal Class | deficit

-of locally produced Grade A milk supplies in the southeastern markets. The
southeast will always have a seasonal deficit of Grade A milk for Class | needs

because of climatic conditions. The hot and -humid weather places a lot of stress |

- on mikk cows. As a result, during the summer and early fall months, milk per cow

" declines and getting the cows bred back for more even yearly mitk flow is not -

* possible: With modern milk packaging, processing and transportation
‘technologies, high quality milk in both bulk and package form can move
economically long distances. Recognrtlon and use of these technologies would
result-in a more efficient and ecohomical dairy industry and would better resolve
the shortages of local grade A 'milk supplies for Class | needs in the southeast.

~ Increasing Class | and Class |l prices will not solve the problem. Further, if

_ producers in the southeast do fespond to higher milk prices as expected, the

- southeast would experience an increased problem of disposing of seasonal

- grade A milk surpluses that now occur during some of the winter and spring

months. For example, Florida during this time of the year, has more grade A milk |

than it can use for Class | and Class Il uses and is sending loads of surplus -

. grade A mrlk as far north as W|sconsrn to fmd a manufaoturmg home.”

Nine years Iater it's strll hot in the south in the summer mrlk productlon
-.oontrnues to dechne durlng thIS time, and milk i is st|l] transported mto the reglon

| _from dlstant plaoes Dr. Cropp noted several solut|ons to this problem and they

remaln valrd today Instead of |mplementlng NMPF S proposal for a short-term N

fix, the entire darry rndustry_wo_uld-be.better ser_\red by rmplementmg a Iong—term

s_olution toa Iong'-term prob'lem.

One of NMPF's reasons for proposmg to rnorease Class I pnoes isthe

. mcreased oost of marntalnlng Grade A status for darry farms Flrst a h|stor|cal
review of thrs su b]eot reveals thts. proposal is unnecessary. __The United -States

Publio,"-HeaIth 'Senrice!Food a_nd D_rug_ Administration (USPHS{FDA) has been

- providing guidance on milk safety since 1924, with the first Grade ‘A’ Pasteurized




Milk Ordmance pubi[shed in 1965 It was about this time when the. dairy mdustry
| was undertaking a Signifioant upgrade in sanitation and miik safety at every pornt
of the supply chain. Atthat time penod, a 5|gn|t"_ cant.-investr_nent was required to
_: upgrade a dairy farm.‘s i_nfr'astruot'ure to rrie_l'e.tj these'standa_rds; so Grade ‘A’ 'miik
.corn'm'anded a-oremium in the mariretplace This premium was parti.aliy | |

' incorporated into the Class I dlfferentlai and it prowded afi nanolal 1ncen’r|\re for

farms to convert from Grade 'B to Grade ‘Al status. By 1973, only. about 15% of

farms were c_onsr_dered _Grade 'B, and that number continued to decline over time
'_ to less than 5% by the Ia_te 1990's and has remained at 2'percent since 1999.
~ Therefore, whiie a premium for Grade ‘A’ mitk was neces_sary 30-40 years ago, it

is not relevant today

Many of you wrli remember the M-W price whioh was the average price of .

_Grade ‘B’ milk in Minnes_ota and Wisconsin for manufaoturing purposes. The .

Basic Formula Price (-BFF’) replaced this _oeries in May 1995 because the p_ricing '

.of Grade ;'B."-mi[k_- was no longer represe_ntative of .tl':ie overall market oiace.
Today, Kraf't'do\e_s receive a omall amount of Gra'de ‘B’ milk at o'ur Beaver Dam, :
:Wi' facility. However, there is n.o 'difference'in the .p'.rioe We pay for Grade ‘B?.miik

' -. compared to Grade ‘A milk and in fact, is commingied on the same truck

| The Grade 'B" milk issue is }ust one of many structural changes that have

taken place in the dai_ry md_ustry ov_er the past several deo_ade.s. Thes,e macro

| 'struotural trends will oontin'ue into the future regardless of micro _cnan'ges.'to dairy

'- poiioy and prioing.' From .a_ suppiy standpoint', mili_< produ_otion s migrating to the

- ‘most efficient, lowest cost areas in the country. This phenomenon also oceurs in




' the produotlon of many products such as corn, soybeans vegetables te[ewsrons |
' -and computer ohlps |
- Another macro trend in da|ry is the Iong term declrne in per caplta m|Ik o
' -consumptlon for the past 30 years, and i 1noreasmg mllk prrces wrlt not reverse B
that trend Dairy farmers contnbute $0. 15/cwt each month to the Nattonal Dalry
_' Promotlon and Research Board that gives most of the money to Dairy
_ Management Inc. to promote dairy products NIVIPF S proposal to increase Class
".I pnces is mconsmtent .W|th thls effort Asrdes from some- hlgh-end luxury goods,
.'-.[t is d|ff|oult to t" nd an- exampte of where 1ncreas:ng a product‘s pr|ce teads to
| rnoreased demand for that product For most food and beverage produots
hrgher prlces iead to tower demand

NMPF S proposal seems to also conflict- with their -ow.n program, -CWT or
Cooperatrves Workmg Together Each month the CWT program oollects

: $0 10/cwt from partiolpatrng farmers and oooperatwes The money is then used

to either “retire” herds oras.an rncentlve to da:ry manufaoturers to export excess_ o

'manufactured darry products In either case, the goal is to reduoe the supply of
mllk avallable fo the market. If NMPF beheves there is madequate farm milk for
the Class | and fl markets in the U.S. today, the|r proposat seems to be

| ,_tnconsrstent with the goal of the CWT program. Itis noteworthy that there are
".region'al safeguards' in place for the herd _retirernents. .- A_coordjing to the CWT

* website (http:/iwww.cwt. cooo/owt' faq.html), “Iirnits are tightest in the East, South, .

: 3 and M|dwest and more Ienlent in'the West and Southwest where produotlon is

| expandrng fastest " With that mechanrsm NMPF and the CWT program are

Y




attemptmg to align supply and demand ona reglonal not nat:onat baS|s The
_export program attempts to deal W|th “g[uts of manufactured dairy products
| hanging over the U.S. market.’-‘ Agam- |t is ciear the deflc_lt markets NMPF 3 |
E '.'references are regtonal in scope not natlonal | | B
Wlth mcreased focus on the global marketplace and the current Doha 3
- _'Round of ‘NI'O negotlatlons u.s. dairy pohcy and pricing. needs to become nlore '
‘market onented.l NMPF’s proposat moves_ in the op‘postt_e dlrectlo.n and also -
_. | raises a.question with FMMO’s and the classified pricihg syst'em in relati'on to.the
WTO A World Bank study i in 2005 descnbed the Cross- sub5|dy that e)usts when
consumers of premlum orflu1d dan’y products subsidize the product|on of Iower- -
. priced manufactured products The study suggested that thrs |mpI|c:t '
consumptaon Cross- sub3|dy could be. construed as an export subsidy if the Unlted
| States t_hen'export’s the_ lowe_r-p_nced'manu_factured products. (Tom Cox and
Yong-.Zhu, “Dairy: Assessing World Mark'ets._and 'F.’ol_ic)r Ret’orms: Implic_ation_s_:' for
. Developing Co'untries" in Global Agrfcutturaf'-Trade ano_' Devefoping_co_untn'es, :
_Washington.: World _Bank, 2005) Simi[.ar'ly,' in a'2004_st_udy- on the WTO ruling .of -_
the United States'. “Step 2 cotton support program, Daniel Sumner from the . ..
: Unlversrty of CA at Da\rls and also the former Asmstant Secretary for Economlcs _
at USDA, drew a para[lel to the current dalry programs of the Unrted States
_ “The prlce dlscnmlnatlon and poohng schemes under the |
milk marketing orders stimulate overall milk production and divert
milk from beverage products that are generally not traded '
internationally to the production of cheese, mitk powder, and butter,
- which are the main traded dairy products... the net result is a lower .

price of the tradable products and dispiacement of imports or
stimulation of exports.” Boxed In: Conflicts between U.S. Farm
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Policies and WTO Oblrgatlons Cato Institute Trade Potrcy Analysrs -
- no. 32, DecemberS 2005 o _

- With the potentlal_ for !ncrea'sed sorutiny of us. dairy poiicy and pricing "systems,_’
'NMP'I_'-"s proposal to increase Class 1 and 1l prices wOuld on'.I'y exacerbate this
‘ prohtemT

~ Emergency Marketing Conditions Do Not Exist

~ While NMPF has requested an ekpedited de'cision the current supply ahd

L demand sstuat|on does not warrant it It lS ctear that costs of produotton have

- mcreased for example the recent sharp |ncrease in corn pnces and the |mpact

on feed costs However- m|ik pnoes have remamed h|gher than usually seenin.

-expansronary phases of the mrlk cycle. Followmg two years where the all mrlk

_ pnce was the highest (2004) and th|rd hlghest (2005) in hlstory, it follows

economrc theory to see lower than average pnoes as supply responds to the -

prroe S|gnal to expand Indeed milk production is up 2.8% vs. last year (Ootober '

. YT_D) and cow numbers i !_n -Octoloer actually |ncreased after remaining flat for e
. several months._'_'Further:more, NMPF even uses the “surging” milk supplies in
o 2006 a.s”a reason they inCreaSed the' monthiy CWT investrnent from' $0.05 to
: -$O 10!cwt on July 1. Addltlonally, anew dynamrc has also he!ped increase dalry_ | |
| commodrty and milk pnoes over the past two years - the world market. With
: _rec_ord—hlgh whey pnces and the hlg_hest NFDM pnoe_ in many years,- these ga|ns
alone have added more than $1/owt t.o the all-milk"prioe re'I'atiye to their‘ longer- |
| term averages Furthermore ourrent CME Class llI m|lk futures prrces for 2007 .

_ a\rerage nearly $14/owt Usrng a 10 year average dlfference between the Class a

1! pnce-and the- a!t_—mrtk prroe of- $1.50, the futures outiook'is for $15.50 milk for



' -2007 whloh wouid be the second h|ghest mllk pnce |n hlstory. An exammaﬁon of_
' the facts ciearly shows emergency marketlng condltlons do not emst Therefore _
- NMPF s request for an exped|ted or- emergenoy decns:on shouid be denled
_ Summag | | | | | |
| Kraft Foods opposes NNIPF S proposal to amend the Class ! and Class Il
_price formulas; and sees no need for an emergency rullng. Ata time when we
 should be oonsidering simplification of U.S. dairy policy, NMPF's proposal adds

: unneoessary CO!‘ﬂplEXlty to the system it Would have a negatwe |mpaot on Class

B | produots and result in reg;onally d|sproport|onate beneﬂts

. l appreciate the oppo_r‘tunlty to present _Kraft s v1ewpotnt on this issue, and

we_loome_ qUesti_ons;--regarding my testimony. Thank you.
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