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PREFACE 

This report is one of a series of studies of the operation of 
Federal milk marketing orders in different fluid milk markets of the 
country which has been undertaken by the Dairy Branchy Production and 
îferketing Administration, of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
The studies have been financed with funds made available under the 
Research andMarke ting Act of 194.6. 

Each of the studies attempts to describe the history of regulation 
in relation to the special problems of milk marketing in each area. The 
promulgation of milk marketing orders and their amendment from time to 
time are usually made in response to these marketing problems. The 
studies provide an opportunity to review the record after sufficient 
time has elapsed to give all who are concerned with milk regulation an 
opportunity to gain a perspective on the events that have occurred• 

It is believed that the facts and discussion contained in this 
report \7ill be useful to persons interested in the Duluth-Superior milk 
market and to others who may be Interested in the general subject of 
regulation of milk marketing* 
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FEDERAL   REGULATION   OF   MILK   MARKETING 
IN   THE   DULUTH-SUPERIOR   AREA 

By Edmond S. Harris and Joel L. Blum, Agricultural Economists 

SUMMARY 

Conditions Prior to the Order 

Duluth, Minn., and Superior, Wis., are adjacent cities situated at 
the western end of Lake Superior. The population of Duluth is a little 
over 100,000 and that of Superior is about 35»000. 

During the early 1930«s, the income of dairy farmers supplying milk 
for these cities was seriously affected by the low prices paid by handlers 
who were faced with Sr shrinking market for milk owing to the severe decline 
of consumer purchasing power. Many producers attempted to improve their 
situation by distributing their own milk directly to consumers or to stores 
and restavirants in the market. To gain a place in the market for their raw 
milk, they had to offer it at prices which were lower than those charged by 
the established handlers who sold pasteurized milk. This made it mort 
difficult for the remaining producers to sell their milk to handlers at 
satisfactory prices. 

In 1937, the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association wat unable to 
contract for the sale of all its milk to established handlers, so it decided 
to purchase its own facilities for the distribution of its members« milk. 
The intense competition among handlers for fluid milk sales, which followed 
this action, further disrupted the marketing of milk in the area, 

Iss-uanoe of the Order 

In January 19JU, the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association and 
the Arrowhead Coopeirative Creamery Association requested the Secretary of 
Agriculture to call a public hearing on a proposed milk marketing order for 
the Duluth-Superior marketing area. The Secretary, acting under the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, held a hearing in Duluth on Feb- 
ruary 20. On the basis of the evidence in the hearing record, the Secretary 
issued Order 54, which was made effective on May 5, 1941, following approval 
by more than two-thirds of piHjducers, as required by the Act. 

Order 54 required handlers to pay minimum prices to producers in 
accordance with the use made of the milk. Two use classes were established. 
Fluid milk, flavored milk, and milk drinks were in Class I, and fluid cream 
and all manufactured milk products were in Class II. All producers supply- 
ing handlers in the market were to be paid a uniform price on the basis of 
a marketwide pooling arrangement. 
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The^ price per hundredvelght of Class I milk was established In the 
original order by adding a differential (adjusted seasonally) to the Class 
II price. The Class II price was established by a fonaula based on the 
Arfholesale price of 92-score butter at Chicago. 

Order 54 has been amendeNd seven times since it was made effective 
in May 1941 • In addition, a part of the pricing section was suspended for 
a*temporary period. Most of these actions modified the pricing provisions 
of the order. The classification plan and some other aspects of the order 
have also been changed by these amendments. 

Accomplishments of the Order 

Among the order's accomplishments during its 10 years of operation 
in the Duluth-Superior market, may be listed the following; 

(1) Establishment of orderly marketing of milk by farmers. In 
place of the inequalities of producer returns and the periodic depression 
of their returns due to price wars among handlers contending for larger 
shares of the fluid milk market, the order provided a plan which equalized 
costs of milk among dealers handling varying proportions of fluid milk 
sales, established minimum prices of milk for various uses, and distributed 
the proceeds of sales among producers in a manner acceptable to them. 

(2) 4ssiu^Q<ge to falters of a continuous market. The order removed 
the condition whereby some producers were cut off the fluid milk market and 
cooperative associations had to manufacture an undue proportion of surplus 
milk during months of flush production. 

(3) The pricing of milk in relation to changing conditions of sunolv 
and demand. The pricing of milk under the order was more consciously re- 
lated to supply and demand conditions than had been the case in the years 
prior to its issuance. The influence of retail price wars on farm prices 
of milk was eliminated. 

(4) Création of a public hearing procedure. This procedure provides 
a more open and democratic means of arriving at prices and marketing arrange- 
ments than was provided by private conferences between producers and distri- 
butors. 

(5) Provision of impartía^ fldrnit^i.gtT^^M^^n. The order has been more 
impartially administered thstn could any industry a^eement which might be 
set up to accomplish similar objectives. The rights of handlers to appeal 
decisions of the ï^rket Administrator and the auditing of books and records 
of all handlers in the market help to assure fair administration. 



Other Aspects of Order Appraisal 

In addition to the above accomplishments^ the study of the order«s 
operation leads to these conclusions on the following matters: 

(1) ContlnultY of Qyder^ The Jjaprovements in marketing stability 
and the gains made by producers would be jeopardized if the order were to 
be discontinued in the Duluth-Superlor market. 

(2) Impact on handlers> The order has not resulted in any injury 
to the position of handlers, as a i^iole, in the market. By equalizing 
payments, however, the order has changed the relative costs of procuring 
supplies for individual handlers in the market. It has also provided 
encouragement to producer-distributors to market their milk through other 
handlers. Although the order was a factor in hastening the decline in the 
numbers of handlers and producerHdiistributors, these declines were part of 
a long-run trend resulting from factors operating outside the order, such 
as changing health regulations «uad the tendency of smaller handlers to 
merge with larger ones. 

(3) Impact on consumers> Consumers in the market do not appear 
to have incurred any disadvantage because of the order's operation, 

(4) impact on the laroducer associations. The function of the pro- 
ducer associations under the order does not appear to have been diminished. 
The existence in the market of two associations which, under the Agricul- 
tural î^arketing Agreement Act, may vote approval or disapproval of the 
Secretary's decisions on changes in the order, could conceivably jeopardize 
the order's continuity suid may lead to excessive competition for new masoh- 
bers. The order has improved the competitive position of the associations, 
in their capacity as handlers, by equalizing the costs of surplus milk 
among all handlers in the market. 

(5) fC;Fect on producer returns. The order affects returns of pro- 
ducers in several %iays:  (a) 5y equalizing returns of producers, (b) by 
providing seasonal differences in returnsj and (c) by providing for more 
gradual clmnges in returns in relation to changing conditions of supply 
and demand. Also, the marketing and pricing mechanisms of the order might 
be expected to serve as a brake on short-term deterioration of producer 
prices in a period of general economic crisis. It is not possible to 
determine the effect of the order on total producer rettims beyond \Aat 
they would have been in this market in the absence of Federal regulation. 
]^ itself, however, the order in its present form is not capable of affect- 
ing appreciably the total returns of producers, over a long period. 

(6) MilLjSlBBliaa» The pricing provisions of the order have pro- 
vided the incentive for a steady increase in production per producer during 
the years of its oj^x^tion. However, a shortage of supplies from shippers 
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whose milk is inspected has developed in the low-production season during 
most of these years because of: (a) The increased daaand for milk caused 
bj the war, (b) the decline in the number of producers because of stricter 
health standards and other factors, and (c) the decline in the number of 
producer-distributors• The order has not been an effective instrument for 
encouraging more even production of milk through the year. The incorpora- 
tion in the order on January 1, 1951, of the so-called Louisville Plan for 
providing incentives to producers to greater fall production is the most 
serious effort which has been made to deal with this problem under the 
order* 

(7)    irfartime experience^ The existence of the order in the Duluth- 
Superior market facilitated the operation and enforcement of special war- 
time programs relating to the daily industry. The Market Administrator 
was appointed to administer ifar Food Order 79 (establishing sales quotas 
on fluid milk, cream, and byproducts) in the Duluth-Superior market. 
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L THE DULUTH-SUPERIOR MILK MARKET PRIOR TO FEDERAL REGULATION 

The Marketing Area 

The Duluth-Superior milk laarketing area, as defined in the Federal 
marketing order, is located in the northwestern part of Wisconsin and in 
the northeastern part of Minnesota, at the western end of LaJke Superior« 
It comprises the cities of Duluth and Gloquet in Mnnesota and Superior 
in Wisconsin. In 1950, these cities had a combined population of 146,820, 
The total population of the three cities has been quite stable for the 
last 30 years, as shown by the data in table 1. 

Table 1.—Population of the Duluth-Superior marketing area, 
April 1920, 1930, 1940, 1950 

Year    ¡Total market- : 
fAnril)   :  iner area  : Duluth 1 Superior  ] [      Gloquet 

' 11 ■ II 1         II   1 ■ 11 

1920 
1930 
1940 
1950 1/ 

Numbey 

U3,715 
144,358 
143,505 
14.6,820 

Ifumber 

98,917 
101,^63 
101,065 
104,066 

Number 

39,671 
36,1X3 
35,136 
35,091 

Number 

5,127 
6,782 
7,304 
7,663 

i/ Preliminary, 

Bureau of the Census. 

The cities of Duluth and Superior are situated at the head of the 
Great Lakes waterway/ They are primarily shipping centers, although they 
are also important as trade and service centers for a large surrounding 
farm area* Several rail lines converge on the cities carrying iron ore 
and grain from the Northwest* Both of these products are then reshipped 
on lake steamers to points of use* On return trips, coal and other pro- 
ducts are brought to the Twin Ports by boat to be reshipped by rail to 
other cities* 

The Duluth-Superior milk market was served, in June 1941, by 22 
proprietary handlers who purchased at least part of their supplies from 
producers or from other handlers, and by 109 producers who distributed 
milk of their own production. Two producers' cooperative associations 
were also engaged in the distribution of fluid milk in the market* 

Two organizations of milk dealers, the Duluth Milk Dealers* Asso- 
ciation and the Superior Milk a»lers* Association, served member dealers 



in their respective cities as a aeans of clearing market information and 
working for the imiarovement of the industry, A bottle exchange also was 
in operation to receive stray bottles collected by route men for return 
to meaber handlers. 

Milk oiHÜñances were enacted in both Dulüth and Superior in the 
early 1930 «s. These ordinances were in operation in 1941, when the first 
Federal hearing was held. Under their provisions, all farms from which 
milk was shipped to the Duluth-Superior market for fluid use, had to be 
certified by local health authorities on the basis of their inspections. 
These health authorities kept permanent records of producers so certified 
and the health departments of Superior and Duluth had a reciprocal agree- 
ment to use uniform standards and accept each other's certification. All 
the cream used for bottling purposes was supposed to come only from in- 
spected farms, although there is some evidence that this provision was not 
always strictly enforced, ittlk used for flavored milk and milk drinks, 
however, and milk used for manufacturing purposes was permitted to come 
from uninspected farms. 

The Supply Area 

The supply area for the Duluth-Superior milk market is within a 
riadius of about 40 miles of the two cities. The actual area within which 
the supply of milk is produced is quite irregular, having its greatest 
extent to the west and southwest in Minnesota, and to the east in Wisconsin. 
In other directions, the extent of the supply area is limited by sections 
of rough, nonproductive land and by Lake Superior, (See fig. 1.) 

The United States Department of Agriculture estinated that there 
were^about 1,215 producers shipping milk to the market immediately prior 
to the^February 1941 hearing. Of this number 525, or 43 percent, operated 
farms in: Wisconsin, and 690, or 57 percent, ^^^^^^ farms in Minnesota. 1/ 
This estimate did not include about 125 prbducer-distributors in the market. 
On^the basis of information acquired after the order was in operation, the 
total number of producers was probably underestimated by about 150. 

\A.A W7 ^"^^^ *^** ^°^ the Duluth-Superior milk market is in a region 
which is generally more suited to dairy operations than to other types of 
farming. The land is level or gently rolling, but much of it is rough or 
wooded. Milk production is the most important source of cash income from 

î!î''!u ? ?® ^Ï.T'    S^^ty agents who testified at the hearings, esti- 
mated that fromJO to 85 percent of the anhual cash income from finning is 
received from the sale of milk. Dairy farijis are small in size compared 
with those in most dairy areas, herds of a^ut 10 or 12 cows predominating. 2/ 

^^   i/ Record of the Duluth-Superior Mi:ÍJc Hearing, Feb. 20, 19a, Exhibit 

|/ An increase in output of milk per farm has taken place durin«' the 
years of order operation. See page ^Sw P^oe aurin^ tne 



Marketing area 

Supply area 

Agrloulturo - flashitigton - 

Figure 1.—- Duluth-Superior milk BMirketing area and supply area,^ 1950 

Source:    Market Administrator. 
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The balance of cash Income is received from poultry and eggs, berries, 
potatoes, cabbages, and a few other crops produced within the supply area* 
The major farm crops in this area are hay and grain for the feeding of 
dairy cows• Because of unsuitable climatic and soil conditions, no attempt 
is made to raise com and practically no hogs are kept by farmers *    Mauiy 
dairy ffiumers are employed in part-time work in the industries of the area. 
Lumbering, paper mills, shipya3*ds, and local manufacturing offer part-time 
and seasonal employment to farm operators and farm workers. The attraction 
of such opportunities varies with (amnges  in general economic conditions, 
it being greater when wage rates are high in relation to milk prices* 

The production of milk in the supply area for the Duluth-Superior 
market is highly seasonal in character. In 1941> total receipts of milk 
in the market during June (the month of highest production) were 1*75 times 
as p^eat as receipts during November (the month of lowest production). The 
severity of the winters and the length of the barn-feeding period are fac- 
tors causing'a sharp decline in milk production during that season of the 
year. The so-called flush or high period of production usually begins in 
May, and lasts until about the end of June. 

The main manufacturing outlets for milk produced in the supply area 
for the Duluth-Superior market, at the time the order went into effect, 
were for the manufacture of butter, sktm milk powder, and ice cream. Dried 
casein was produced by some plants in conjunction with their butter manu- 
facturing operations* In the vicinity of the supply area, several cheese 
plants provided an additional roantifacturing outlet for milk produced by 
dairy farmers. Table 2, compiled from data presented at the first milk 
hearing, shows the nimiber of the various types of dairy manufacturing 
plants, available as outlets to farmers, located within or adjacent to the 
Duluth-Superior supply area, in 1938. Of the 89 plants available at that 
time, 71 were equipped to manufacture butter, 6 had facilities for making 
dried skim milk, 21 for making dried casein and 7 for making dried butter- 
milk. In addition, 19 plants were equipped to make cheese, 16 to laake ice 
cream, and 1 to make evaporated buttermilk. 

Early History of the I^rket 

Beginning about 1926, the supply of milk for the Duluth-Superior 
market inerased without a corresponding growth of demand for fluid milk 
and cream. An increasing proportion of the total market supply had to 
find a market in the lower price surplus outlets, such as butter and 
cheese, 2/ The situation of dairy farmers in the supply area became more 
serious when the effects of the general economic depression, which began 
in 1930, were felt in the Duluth-Superior market. 

2/ Record of the Duluth-Superior mik Hearing, Feb. 20. 1941. 
Exhibit 2. ^r f      ^, 
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Table 2•—.Number of plants Banufacturing dairy products within or 
adjacent to the Duluth-Superior supply area, classified 
according to type of product nianufactured in 1938 1/ 

• 
Type  of product manufactured    * Minnesota ' Wisconsin ' Total 

Number ?hmber Cumber 

Butter 26 11 37 
Butter, cheese — 3 3 
Butter, dried casein 1 5 6 
Butter, dry milk 1 1 2 
Butter, Ice cream A 1 5 
Butter, dried butteimllk 6 — 6 
Butter, dry milk, dried casein 1 2 3 
Butter, cheese, dried casein 2 5 7 
Butter, dried buttermilk, evaporated 

buttermilk 1 -w 1 
Butter, ice cream, cheese, dried milk 1 — 1 
Ice cream 2 8 10 
Cheese .». 3 3 
Cheese, dried casein 1 A 5 

Total 46 43 89 

1/ Includes the co\mties of Aitkin, Garitón, Pine, and St^ Louis in 
Minnesota and Bayfield, Burnett, Douglas, Sawyer, and Vfetshburn in Wis- 
consin • 

Compiled from data in Exhibit 2, Record of the Duluth-Superior Milk 
Hearing, Feb. 20, 1941. 

The extremely low prices which prevailed for all nianufactured dairy- 
products during the period from 1930 to about 1935, depressed the returns 
to milk producers to a very low level. These low prices for manufactured 
dairy products reduced the value of manufactiiring milk to less than $1 a 
hundredweight. The supply of milk was so much in excess of the require- 
ment for fluid products that some handlers were able to purchase their 
supplies of milk  for these purposes at prices only slightly higher than 
those for manufacturing. Many producers decided to distribute their own 
milk directly to consumers, because handlers could not offer 'them a satis- 
factoiy market for this milk. These producer^distributors often sold their 
milk at **distress* prices, which increased the disorganization of the mar- 
ket. 

The situation in Wisconsin and Minnesota is indicated by the data 
in tables 3 and 4. In 1933, Wisconsin creameries paid an average price 
of only 90 cents a hundredweight for milk, cheese factories paid 91 cents. 
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condenseries $1,04, and fluid milk distributors $1.2$, It should be noted 
that these are average flgiires for the year and that they apply to Wisconsin 
as a whole, rather than to the Duluth-Superior market. In both Minnesota 
and Wisconsin, the index numbers of prices paid for butterfat fell, during 
1932 and 1933, to less than half the 1923-29 average. 

Two producer cooperative associations, the Twin Ports Cooperative 
Dairy Association and the Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association, have 
been prominent in the history of the Duluth-Superior market. The organiza- 
tion and history of these two associations were described in the report of 
the Department of Agriculture vdiich was presented as an exhibit at the first 
public hearing. U 

Both of these associations are of the operating type, distributing 
and processing the milk of their members as well as serving as bargaining 
organizations for the sale of milk to handlers in the market. The member- 
ship of the two associations comprises about two-thirds of the active 
shippers in the market. The entire membership of the Arrowhead Asso<^ation 
is in the State of Minnesota, while the Twin Ports Association has members 
in both Minnesota and Wisconsin, 

The Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association, with its headquarters 
in Superior, Wis,, was organized in 1916 as a bargaining organization having 
for its purpose the increasing of returns to producers by bargaining col- 
lectively for the sale of milk to handlers. In 192$ the association built 
its first pOLant for processing stirplus milk products, and in 1927 this 
plant was greatly expanded with a capacity about 4 times that of the orig- 
inal surplus plant and able to make skim and whole milk powder, butter and 
cottage cheese. In 1937 the Twin Ports Association constructed its first 
plant for pasteurizing and bottling milk for fluid distribution. The asso- 
ciation by 1941 was operating a number of wholesale milk routes distributing 
milk to stores in both Superior and Duluth, 

The Arrovrtiead Cooperative Creamery Association was organized April 
1, 192$ for the purpose of processing and distributing the milk produced 
by its members. The headquarters of this association are in Duluth, and 
unlike the Twin Ports Association, all of its members are located in the 
State of mnnesota. However, the Arrowhead Association, according to the 
Department report, was, at that time, distributing milk to homes and stores 
in both Superior and Duluth. The processing operations of the association 
included the manufacture of butter, ice cream, milk powder (roller-type 
process), cottage cheese, and American cheese. 

+u ^^® two associations perform a number of services for their members 
in the course of acting as their agencies for disposal of their milk. Among 
these services ares (1) Check-testing and check-weighing of milk, (2) the 
furnishing of market information, (3) the sale of milk cans, and (4) the 

it 2. 
y Record of the Duluth-Superior Milk Hearing, Peb, 20, 1941, Exhib- 
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Table 3,—Average prices paid Wisconsin fanners for milk by 
creameries, cheese factories, condenseries, and 

fluid milk distributors, 1926-^0 

Average larices ner hundredweight paid gy~-   _^ 

ï^r    -Creameries ' J^^f         ' Condenseries ; J^ï^f^^î^^ :    ^    . façt^ylfts  Î      ^ distrlDutors 
Dollars      Dollars      DßüaES      MMr? 

1926 1.86 1.80 2.04 2.25 

1927 2.02 2.05 2.24 2.34 

1928 2.04 2.00 2.27 2.39 

1929 1.94 1.84 2.12 2.43 

1930 1.57 1.49 1.69 2.12 

1931 1,12 1.07 1.25 1.58 

1932 .83 .81 .92 1.28 

1933 .90 .91 1.04 1.25 

1934 1.05 1.00 1.16 1.39 

1935 1.23 1.27 1.35 1.55 
1936 1.45 1.42 1.60 1.80 

1937 1.51 1.48 1.63 1.95 
1938 1.21 1.16 1.31 1.71 

1939 1.13 l.U 1.25 1.58 
1940 1.31 1.30 1.40 1.73 

Compiled from data published by the Wisconsin State Department of 
Agricmlture. 

Table 4.~Index numbers of average prices received by farmers 
for butterfat, Minnesota and Wisconsin, 1930-40 

(1923-29 = 100) 

"V — 
• - • Index of average nrices 

Year 
: 

1930 81.9                  81.2 
1931 59.8                60.7 
1932 42.2                45.3 
1933 44.6                47.4 
1934 53.9                55.0 
1935 65.3                66.4 
1936 74.8                75.8 
1937 78.1                78.7 
1938 62.4               64.4 
1939 56.8                59.3 
1940 66.4                68.7 

Compiled from data in Exhibit 2, Record of the Duluth-Superior Milk 
Hearinc. Feb. 20. 19Á1- 
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sale of mánufactiired milk products to members at wholesale prices. 

Both of the associations sell milk to handlers nainly for fluid 
disposition in the market. However, neither of them, in 1941, had written 
contracts vdth handlers. All sales to handlers were made on a flat-price 
basis without regard to the ultimate utilization of the milk sold. 

In 1941, there were several other organizations of pjroducers in the 
supply area for the Duluth-Superior milk market. Among these were:  (1) 
The Head of the Lakes Milk Producers' Union, (2) the Farmers Union, and 
(3) the Farm Bureau. These organizations carried out activities of an 
educational nature and had legislative programs which they sponsored. 

During the early 1930's, the producers« associations, which were 
attempting to handle almost the entire surplus for the market, were placed 
in a disadvantageous position. Handlers were able to buy their supplies 
for fluid distribution from independent producers at a veiy low price, but 
still provide these producers a return which was higher than the blended 
returns to mffliibers of the association. As a result, the associations 
found it difficult to retain their membership, and independent producers 
had a strong financial incentive to retain their independent status. 

As falling wage rates and widespread unemployment caused a sharp 
curtailment of the demand for fluid milk and cream in the market, com- 
petition among handlers for the reduced market became more intense. Prices 
to consumers were cut sharply, but as the greater part of the reduction was 
passed on to producers and as only a partial restoration of consumption re- 
sulted from these price cuts, the economic condition of producers was not 
alleviated, and competition among handlers failed to become stabilized at 
the new price levels. 

In 1935, the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association attempted to 
improve the foregoing situation through a Federal milk license. They peti- 
tioned the Secretary of Agriculture for a public hearing on a proposed lic- 
ense for the Duluth-Superior sales area, under the provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1933. A proposed license was drawn up by the 
Dairy Section of the then Surplus Marketing Administration, Department of 
Agriculture, and discussions were held during January 1935, in an effort 
to agree on a hearing date. At that time, however, nothing further was 
done on the matter. All the dealers and about half the producers in the 
market opposed the plan. ¿/ Further efforts by the Twin Ports Association 
during 1937 and 1938 to obtain Federal regulation failed for the same 
reason. 

, ^, H Kellogg, D. H. History of Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Asso- 
ciation 1916-19/U, published by the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Asso- 
elation, Superior, Wis., p. 42. 
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Conditions Leading to Regulation 

The conditions existing duiring the early 1930*s tended to turn 
normal competition among handlers, and between handlers and the pro- 
ducers V associations , into destructive channels, which culminated early 
in 1937 in the failure of the Twin Forts Cooperative Dairy Association 
to reach a contractual agreement for the sale of milk to handlers. Faced 
with the loss of the fluid market for its members, and considering its 
bargaining strength too weak at the time to arrive at a satisfactory con- 
tract for the sale of milk to handlers, this association purchased its 
own facilities for pasteurizing, bottling, and distributing the milk of 
its members. 

Competitive strife in the market did not abate at this time. Al- 
though the bargaining position of producers, through their associations, 
was stronger than it had been for some years, the excess milk supplies on 
the market were still a cause of serious market disturbances. Handlers 
opposed the entry of the producers* associations into the distribution 
field and a price war ensued which brought resale prices below the level 
necessary to leave a margin to cover handling costs. 

In 1940, about half the milk produced for the Duluth-Superior 
market was utilized for mani:ifacturing milk products. As previously stated, 
these surplus operations were not distributed evenly over the entire mar- 
ket, but were handled mainly by the two cooperative associations and by " 
one or two of the large proprietary handlers in the market. It was test- 
ified at the public hearing that, during 194-0^ the two cooperative asso- 
ciât ions actually sold as fluid milk only about 28 percent of their milk 
which was inspected by the health authorities and eligible for consuinption 
in that form. The majority of the proprietary handlers were engaged in 
the business of distributing fluid milk and fluid cream only. 

Prior to the adoption of the order, all milk for the Duluth-Superior 
market was purchased from producers on a flat-price basis without re^rd 
to its ultimate use disposition. Each handler, purchasing from producers, 
paid a fixed price with differentials for butterfat content and deductions 
for hauling. Each of the cooperative associations pooled the proceeds of 
their sales to handlers with the returas from their owi distribution and 
manufacturing operations, and paid their members a uniform price for their 
milk, with differentials for butterfat content and deductions for hauling. 
Handlers, who had confined their operations mainly to fluid milk and cream 
distribution, were in a position to pay their producers from 10 to 15 cents 
more per hundredweight than the blend returns received by cooperative mem- 
bers, and at the same time they obtained their supplies for fluid use at 
a lower price than did the cooperative handlers. 

In 1940, the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association once more 
began a drive for Federal regulation, and succeeded in enlisting the 
support of the Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association. These two 

9074.^0 0—51 2 
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orgaaizatioas together comprised approximately 70 percent of the fluid 
milk shippers» It was felt bj leaders of the two producer associations 
that a Federal program would be of benefit to all producers, inasmuch as 
it would stabilize conditions of marketing and handlers would be put on 
an equitable competitive basis. Delas Kellogg, Manager of the Twin Ports 
Cooperative Dairy Association, summarized his expectations from a Federal 
order as follows: 

We realize that a Federal marketing order for this 
market will have no effect upon the value of manufactured 
dairy products. We do believe that such an order will 
improve the income of the dairy farmers in this area to 
the extent that they will have an opportunity to obtain a 
fair return for that part of the milk required for resale 
purposes. 

In requesting a Federal order for this market, the 
Arrowhead and the Twin Ports Associations are doing so 
with the hope that the basic principles involved in giving 
each producer his fair share of the resale market and re- 
quiring each producer to share equally in the surplus and 
that of requiring every handler to pay the same and a 
reasonable price for milk for resale purposes, will alle- 
viate to some extent these distressed conditions on dairy 
farms. 6/ 

6/ Record of the Duluth-Superior Hearing, Feb. 20, 1941, p, 23. 
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IL ISSUANCE OF MILK MARKETING ORDER 54 

Proposed I^rketlng Order 

The Twin Ports Coopérative Dairy Association and the Arrowhead 
CQoperative Creamery Association, in Januaiy 1941» requested the Secretary 
of Agriculture to hold a public hearing on a proposed laarketing agreement 
and order regulating the handling of milk in the Duluth-Superior marketing 
area, ^ 

The proposal submitted by the two associations was drafted along 
the general lines of the other orders in effect at that time. Heuidlers 
were to be required to make reports for each monthly delivery period and 
to pay for milk received from producers on the basis of the utilization 
made of such milk. Two classes of milk were proposed: Class I was all 
milk disposed of in the form of fl\ild milk, flavored milk, and flavored 
milk drinksj Class II was all milk used to produce a milk product other 
than those specified in Class I and all milk accounted for as actual plant 
shrinkage, not in excess of 3 percent of the total receipts from producers. 

Producers supplying the market were to receive a uniform price for 
milk of a standard butterfat content, under a marketwide pooling arrange- 
ment. Price differentials were provided, based on variations in the butter- 
fat content of the milk supplied by each producer. 

The proposed order set up the usual plan for administration by a 
market administrator named by the Secretary and it specified his powers 
and duties. Handlers were required to pay for the cost of administering 
the order. The market administrator was required, under the proposal, to 
perform certain services, such as the supplying of market infoimation and 
the checking of weights and tests of milk, for those producers who did not 
receive similar services from a cooperative association. The cost of per- 
forming these services was to be met by the producers who received them. 

Public Hearing on the Proposed Order 

The notiee of hearing was issued by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
February 3, 1941, and the hearing was held at Woodman Hall in öoluth on 
February 20. All of the proprietary handlers who were represented at the 
hearing opfK)sed Federal milk marketing regulation. The Russell Gr^jmery 
Company of Superior and the Bridgeman-Russell Company of Duluth, the two 
largest proprietary handlers in the xnarket, testified at the hearing in 
favor of specific changes in the proposal of the two cooperative asso- 
ciations. 2/ 

2/ Record of Duluth-Superior Hearing, Feb. 20, 1941. 
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Some of the opposition was based on the fact that the proposed 
order would exempt producer-distributors from its pricing and pooling 
proTTisions. This /in the opinion of some proprietär/ handlers might 
further disrupt the marketing situation because they would be unable 
to compete with these producer-distributors while paying their own pro- 
ducers the minimum prices required by the order* 

The most serious criticism leveled at the proposed order was that 
it would give an unfair competitive advantage to the cooperative asso- 
ciations which competed for fluid sales with proprietary handlers. One 
witness stressed his position that he considered a cooperative associa- 
tion, engaged in the actual distribution of milk to consumers, was out- 
side its "legitimate** sphere of operations. The Chief of the Dairy 
Division, in his memorandum to the Administrator of the Surplus Marketing 
Administration, stated; 

It is our belief that the attached agreement will 
not result in any unfair competitive advantage to the 
cooperative associations in their capacity of distri- 
butors but will, through the equalizing of the surplus 
burden of the market, do much to change the character 
of competition from a destructive to a constructive 
type. 

yith respect to a contention that cooperatives could pay their 
member producers a lower return than the minimum blend price for their 
milk, the Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture advised the Sec- 
retary that, if this were done, the cooperative wo\ad soon begin to lose 
its members. 

Issxiance of Order 54 

A marketing agreement regulating the handling of milk in the 
Duluth-Superior marketing area was tentatively approved by the Secretary 
of Agriculture on April lb, 1941* This marketing agrément contained 
provisions formulated on the basis of testimony taken at the public hear- 
ing. In accordance with the instructions of the Secretary, the tenta- 
tively approved marketing agreement was presented to handlers operating 
in the marketing area for their signatures. At the same time a refer- 
endim was conducted among producers, who were engaged in the production 
0Í milk for sale in the marketing area during the month of Janutary I941 
(determined^by the Secretary to be a representative period), to determine 
whether producers favored the issuance of an order having terms similar 
to those of the agrément. 

^  During the re       1,076 producer ballots were cast. Of this 
number, 992 favored the Issuance of an order regulating the handling of 
mxlk in the marketing area, 49 opposed such an order, and 35 ballots were 
disqualified for one reason or another. Thus, the issuance of the order 
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was favored by 95 percent of the eligible producers who voted in the 
referendum. 8/ 

Order 54, regulating the handling of milk in the Duluth-Superior 
marketing area, was signed by the Secretary of Agriciilture on April 30, 
1941, and went into effect on May 5. The marketing agreement also went 
into effect on the same date, as it had been signed by the two cooperative 
associations who, as handlers, marketed more than half the milk in the area. 

The Secretary appointed S. H. MoGuire as Market Administrator for 
the new order. ïfr. McGuire was a graduate of the University of Missouri 
whose experience had provided him with a broad knowledge in the field of 
Federal regulation of milk marketing. He had, for several y^irs, been 
Assistant market administrator of the Kansas City milk license and was 
later appointed market administrator for the Springfield, 14o., and Wichita, 
Kans., areas* 

Terms of Order 54 

Order 54, as issued by the Secretary of Agriculture, contained the 
following provisions: %/ 

Marke tí E[g area«—The Duluth-Superior marketing area was defined to 
include the cities of Duluth and Cloquet in Minnesota and Superior, Wis- 
consin. While Cloquet was not adjacent to the other two cities, testimony 
at the hearing indicated that similar sanitary requirements for milk pre-* 
vailed in the three cities and that handlers in Duluth and Superior sold 
milk in Cloquet. The Department considered it would be administratively 
unwise to include the territorj»-between Cloquet and the other two citibw 
in the marketing area as that woixld bring under the order, small handlers 
whose operations were generally noncompetitive with handlers in these 
three cities * 

Handler»—^The order defined a "handler^ as any person who disposes 
of milk, a& milk, in the marketing area. 

Producer»->-The term "producer^ was defined to mean any person who, 
under certification by local health authorities, produces milk which is 

2/ Memorsuidum to the Secretary, Final Results of Referendum on 
Issuance of Marketing Agreement and Order for the Duluth-Superior Ivfe^rketing 
Area, E. H. Haimon, Referendum Agent. 

2/ Throughout the discussion of these provisions, where references 
are made to the reasons for any particular decision of the Department, the 
following document has been used as the soxiroe; Memorandtom to the Admin- 
istrator, Surplus Marketing Administra-tion, from the Chief of the Dairy 
Division, transmitting for tentative approval of the Secretary a marketing 
agreement regulating the handling of milk in the Duluth-Superior marketing 
area. 
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recôived at the plant of a handler, fron which plant milk Is disposed of 
as inilk in the inarketing area, 

A "new producer" was also defined in the order as any producer who 
did not regularly sell milk for oonsuóption in the market during a period 
of 30 days immediately prior to the effective date of the order. This 
definition was included, because xmder the pricing provisions of the order, 
such new producers were to receive the surplus price for all their milk for 
at least 2 months. 10/ 

There was some opposition to this feature of the order. The Depart- 
ment's decision to incorporate it, was based on the testimony that many 
producers came on the fluid market during short periods of the year, when 
production vas far in excess of fluid needs, and went off the market during 
the winter months when their milk was most needed. The Department thought 
the new producer provision might be a stabilizing influence on the market, 
by recognizing the service performed by those producers who regtilarly ship- 
ped milk to the market at «dl times of the year. 

Classes of utill ^a.t^(?Tfi. —Tun classes of milk were provided for under 
the order. Class I milk was; (1) All milk used for fluid milk, flavored 
milk, and flavored milk driiAs, (2) milk, the utilization of which could 
not be established from the handler's accounts as Class IÍ milk, and (3) 
actual plant shrinkage in excess of 2 percent of the total receipts of 
milk. Class II milk was: (1) All milk used for fluid cream and milk used 
for all products not specified in Class I, and (2) actual plant shrinkage 
not exceeding 2 percent of the total receipts of milk. 

There was some testimony presented by handlers at the hearing to 
the effect that flavored milk and flavored milk drinks should be considered 
a surplus use. It was also testified by one of the local health officers 
that handlers were permitted to use vminspected milk in the making of fla- 
vored milk drinks. The decision of the Department to place these products 
in Class I was based on the fact that they would normally compete directly 
with fluid milk for sales in the market, and the evidence In the hearing 
record that, in practice, handlers used inspected milk in making flavored 
milk drinks. 

...J£/ Section 8c (5) (D) of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937 permits the incorporation, in the order, of a section: 

. . .Providing that, in the case of all milk purchased by 
handlers from any producer who did not regularly sell milk 
during a period of 30 days next preceding the effective 
date of such order for consumption in the area covered 
thereby, payments to such producer, for the period begin- 
ning with the first regular delivery by such producer and 
continuing until the end of two full calendar months follow- 
ing the first day of the next succeeding calendar month, 
shall be made at the price for the lowest use classification 
specified in such order. .. . 
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ílllk sold by handlers to other dealers. —In order to make certain 
that all milk received by handlers from producers would be classified, 
the order provided that: (l) Milk or sklinmed milk disposed of by a handler 
to another handler, or to a person who was not a handler but who distri- 
buted milk or manufactured milk products, was classified as Glass I milk, 
subject to verification by the liarket Administratorj milk or skimmed milk 
sold to a handler who received no milk from producers or new producers 
was considered Class I milkj (2) milk, skimmed milk, or cream received by 
a handler from a producer-handler was considered as Class II milk; if the 
receiving handler dispased of such milk, skimmed milk, or cream as Class I 
milk, the îlarket Administrator added to the total value of milk the differ- 
ence between (a) the value of such milk, skimmed milk, or cream at the 
Class TI price, and (b) its value at the Class I price. 

Minimum prices.—The price per himdredweight for Class I milk 
testing 4 percent butterfat was the Class II price plus 55 cents for the 
delivery period from April through August inclusive, and 65 cents from 
September through March. The Class II price was 4 times the wholesale 
price per pound of 92-score butter, at Chicago, plus 25 percent thereof. 

The price for Class I milk was, according to the DepBirtment, design- 
ed to insure flexibility and to provide an incentive to fall and winter 
production. The Chief of the Dairy Division, in recommending that this 
formula be adopted, stated that the major part of the milk produced in 
this area was for manufacturing purposes and that the health requirements 
were not as stringent as in many other fluid markets. This, he believed, 
made it desirable to keep a close relationship between the price of milk 
for fluid use and the price of milk for manufacturing purposes. He point- 
ed out also that production was highly seasonal and that a number of pro- 
ducers came on the fluid market dxiring the summer months and went off the 
market during the winter months, thus making it desirable that producers 
be given an incentive to supply milk for the market more uniformly through- 
out the year. 

The Dairy Division had submitted a proposal for a special price 
for milk which might be distributed to low-income consumers imder a relief 
program approved by the Secretary. Although there was no coordinated 
relief program id.th respect to the distribution of milk in the market at 
the time of the hearing, it was expected that provision for a special price 
for milk which could be distributed tinder such a program in the future would 
facilitate the distribution of milk to low-income consximers and prove a 
desirable outlet to producers in the market. 

Under the order, the price of Class I milk to low-income consumers 
was the Class I laric©, minus 40 cents. 

Milk sold outside the marketing area.—The order esl^blished a zone 
beyond the marketing area, within which handlers disposing of Class I milk 
had to pay the Class I price. Handlera were allowed to pay a lower price 
for milk disposed of as Class I milk outside of this zone. This price was 
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established by the following formtila: 4 times the average price per poiind 
of 92-score butter at wholesale in the Chicago market, plus 25 percent 
thereof/plus 20 cents. If a competing dealer in an outside njarket showed 
that this price gave the handler an unfair competitive advantage in the 
cost of his miUc, after allowing for the handler's transportation cost, 
the Market Administrator was required to adjust the price accordingly. 

Fooling.--All producers in the market were paid a uniform price on 
the basis of a marketwide pooling arrauigement. Two of the leading proprie- 
tary handlers in the market strongly opposed the marketwide pooling arrange- 
ment and suggested that the Department adopt an individual-handler pool 
plan in its place. Marketwide pooling was considered by the Department to 
be the only method which would help to eliminate the unfair financial bur- 
den upon the cooperatives due to their handling of a disproportionate share 
of surplus milk. 

Producer-handlers.—The order provided that handlers who received 
no milk from producers other than milk of their own production were exempt 
from its pricing and pooling provisions. They were required only to make 
reports as requested by the Market Administrator. 

For the handler who received milk from other producers or new pro- 
ducers in addition to that of his own production, the quantity of milk 
of his own production was deducted pro rata from his total Glass I and 
Class II milk (after excluding receipts of milk from other handlers). 

The following comment on the foregoing provision was made by the 
Chief of the Dairy Division in his memorandum to the Administrator; 

It was testified at the hearing that several handlers 
in the market had integrated their businesses so as to 
produce milk to serve their distributive operations. It 
was pointed out at the hearing that the institution of a 
Federal marketing program providing uniform class prices 
for all handlers in the market would encourage this type 
of operation and would give such handlers an unfair com- 
petitive advantage ujxLess they were required to partici- 
lÄte In the marketwide pool. • . . While the producer- 
handler competition is no doubt an important factor in 
this market, where they handle about one-fourth of all 
the milk of the market, it nevertheless appears unwise 
from an administrative standpoint to bring these handlers 
under the pricing and pooling provisions of a Federal 
marketing program. The situation with respect to these 
producer-handlers can, however, be carefully observed 
while the program is in effect and if it appears that 
pricing and pooling provisions must be applied to some 
types of producer-handler operations in this market in 
order to effectuate the purpose of the act, an appro- 
priate amendment can then be made. 
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Butterfat differential adjustment >--Prloes paid by handlers and 
returns to producers were adjusted by a butterfat differential» For each 
one-tenth of 1 percent variation from 4-percent in the butterfat content 
of milk, the differential was an amount equal to one-fortieth of the 
Class ir price. 

Ebcpense of administration.—The expense of administering the pro- 
gram was met under the order by payments from handlers not exceeding 3 
cents per hundredweight with respect to all milk purchased from pro^ 
or produced by handlers during each delivery period. Gooperatlves paid 
the administrative expense on milk received at their plants, but not on 
milk delivered by cooperative members to the plants of other handlers. 

Deduction for marketing s erices.—Except for members of a cooper- 
ative association, each handler was required to deduct an amount not to 
exceed 3 cents per hundredweight (the exact amount was to be determined 
by the Market AdiïUnistrator, subject to review by the Secretary) from the 
payments made to producers and to pay such deductions to the Market Admin- 
istrator. This money was to be used by the I4arket Administrator for 
supplying market information to producers, and for verification of weights 
and tests of milk received from such producers. There was considerable 
opposition from liandlers at the hearing to the exemption of coopei^tlves 
from this requirement. They claimed that this exemption would give a 
competitive advantage to these organizations. The Department considered 
it desirable, in the interest of promoting imrket stability to pennit 
the Market AdMnlstrator to j>erform essential marketing services for 
those producers who were not otherwise receiving them through a cooperative 
association. 
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III. AMENDMENTS TO ORDER 54 

Order 54 has been amended six times since it vas made effective 
in May 1941. In addition to these amendments, one suspension order has 
been issued. The substance of each of these actions and the conditions 
under which they were issued are described in the following sections. 

Amendment of February 1, 1942 

In the fail of 1941, the Txd.n Ports Cooperative Dairy Association 
and the Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association requested that the 
Secretary of Agriculture call a public hearing to consider a proposal to 
amend the Olass price provisions of the order. The hearing was held in 
Duluth on November 26> to consider this proposal and other changes sug- 
gested by the Dairy Division of the then Surplus Marketing Administration. 

The associations requested the addition of a skim milk factor in 
the formula used for establishing minimum class prices under the order. 
This was requested for the purpose of reflecting the value of nonfat dry 
milk solids. The wartime demand for nonfat dry milk solids had increased 
their value and the associations contended that the price formula which 
was then related only to the value of butter, did not reflect the full 
value of whole milk. Because of this, they said that producers for the 
fluid market were receiving less for their milk than were the dairy farm- 
mu^ i\i^® milkshed Who were producing milk for manufacturing purposes. 
The latter were not required to meet sanitary inspection by local city 
health authorities, 

^The amendment to Order 54 was issued on January 28, 1942, and be- 
came effective on the first day of February. The marketing agreement 
also continued in the same form as the amended order. 

Minimum Class Prices 

^ The addition of the skim milk factor in the Class II price formula 

"^yî!^^ ^^^^^J>^^^^<^^S^^^^ dry milk solids. 
It had the^effectof raising both the Class I and Class H prices by 27 

°S ílí^r í'^^íf ï-^°^^^^^^^^^ ^^«<3 °^ this fonaula. 
For Class I milk disposed of to low-income consumers under a propram 
appr^ed br the^ Secretary, the price was 47 cents under the cSss Tprice 
It had previously been 40 cents less than the Class I price 



The Gonsxuners* Coimsel 11/ opposed the proposed price changes♦ He 
objected to the raising of the Class I price on the grounds that it would 
decrease consumption and increase siirpluses. He suggested raising the 
Class II price and lowering slightly the Class I price, which also would 
have resulted in raising the blended price. The position of the Adminis- 
trator of the Surplus Marketing Administration was that if the price of 
Glass II milk went too high, it would make butter manufacturing, the main 
outlet for Class II milk, unprofitable. 12/ The testimony presented by 
handlers at the hearing, supported the price changes recommended by the 
cooperative associations. 

The new price formiila for Glass II Mlk was: Four times the 
erage wholesale price per pound of 92-score butter at Chicago, plus 25 
percent thereof, plus an additional half cent for each one-tenth cent 
that the average price per pound of nonfat dry milk solids (f.o.b. fac- 
tory, human consumption) is above 7 cents. 

The amended order deleted the provision for a lower price for 
Class I milk sold beyond a certain distance from the marketing area» 
These outside sales were mainly to camps operated by the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps and to summer vacationists in resort communities» An 
administrative ruling had already priced milk sold to CCC camps at the 
regular Class I price. The Department, on the basis of testimony pre- 
sented at the hearing, decided that a lower price was not justified for 
milk sold to vacationists at resorts outside the marketing area. 

Other Changes 

The paragraphs of the order relating to producer-handlers, trans- 
fers of milk among handlers, butterf at differentials to producers, and 
emergency milk were rewritten for purposes of clarification, without 
substantially changing their meaning. 

A provision, whereby a market advisory committee xnight be estab- 
lished, was incorporated in the order. Producers, handlers, and con- 
sumers-were each permitted to certify to the Secretary the names of three 
individuals for membership in this committee. Upon approval of the Secre- 
tary, the nine selected individuals were to constitute the market advisory 
committee. Each member of the market advisoi^ committee was to serve for 

ü/ In the organization of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, 
provision was made for a Consumers' Counsel with a staff of assistants. One 
of his functions was to participate in the formulation of regulatory programs 
to see that an adequate supply of farm produce for the consumer was main- 
tained and that such programs would not result in undue spreads between farm 
and retail prices. The office of Consumers* Counsel was discontinued in the 
latter part of 1942. 
-     ¿2/ Memorandum to the Secretaiy from the Administrator, Surplus Mar- 
ket. Admin., Jan. 6, 1942. ^ 
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a term of 1 year« The committee wais to have the power to reoommend to 
the Secretary amendments for consideration at public hearings. Such a 
committee has not been established in the laarket up to this time, al- 
thou^ the provision is still a part of the order. 

Appointment of 0. F.Kirkendall, November 1, 1942 

0. F. Kirkendall was appointed Market Administrator by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, to succeed I>ir. McGuire, who took over the admin- 
istration of a new Federal milk order in Memphis, Tenn. Mr.  Kirkendall, 
a fonaer dairy farmer, had been a director of the Iowa-Nebraska Milk 
fti-oducers » Association and had had previous experience in the administra- 
tion of milk orders. In 1933, when the first licenses and agreements 
were being established by the Department, he was a member of industry 
committees which had helped to establish the first agreements and licen- 
ses for midwest markets. In February 1934, he had been appointed Assis- 
tant Market Administrator for the Omaha-Council Bluffs market and Uter 
became Acting Market Administrator of the order for that market and for 
the Sioux City, Iowa, market. 

Amendment of June 21, 1943 

The proceedings for a proposed amendment to the orders regulating 
the handling of milk in 20 marketing areas, Duluth-Superior included, 
were initiated by the Food Distribution Administration, of the War Food 
Administration, a wartime agency, of which this work later became a part, 
to consider an emergency price provision proposed to prevent a decline 
m the i»-ice of milk under the orders due to wartime subsidy programs or 
price roll-backs. In a memorandum to the War Food Administrator, the 
Director or Food Distribution explained the need for the proposed amend- 
ment, as follows: 

The Dairy and Poultry Branch has made an examination 
of the provisions of these milk marketing orders in the 
light of recent price ceiling regulations on dairy pro- ' 
ducts and in the light of recently announced programs 
providing for price roll-backs and subsidy payments on 
butter. The effect of these wartime programs is to 

change, in many instances, the prices paid to producers 
in these Federal order markets for milk used in particu- 
lar products. It is believed that these changes were 
not intended by the regulations or the subsidy programs 
and that action should be taken as quickly as possible 
to counteract such effects . . . . 

_  The effect of the amendment will not be to Increase 
Class I prices in any of the Federal order markets and 
therefore the amendment will have no influence upon retail 
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milk prices. It is believed, therefore, that there will 
be little, if any, objection to the proposed amendment 
and there is every reas^on to believe that it will be 
unanimously approved by producer groups. The amendment 
will prevent Class I price declines in Kew ïork and 
Boston and will also prevent declines in the prices for 
sxirplus milk in practically all of the Federal order 
markets and will probably increase slightly the prices 
for sxirplus milk in a few of the markets where the effect 
of the cheese subsidy program and of price ceiling regu- 
lations has already been demonstrated. 

The hearing on this proposed amendment to the 20 orders was held 
in Washington, D.C, Msiy 28/ 1943« The amendment was issued June 12 
and became effective on June 21. The agreement was terminated because, 
in its amended form, it vas  not signed by any of the handlers in the 
market. 

Efeergenpy Price Provision 

On the basis of testimony presented at the public hearing, which 
supported the proposal, the Department issued the amendment, directing 
the Idarket Administrator to use, in computing class prices, the price 
quotations specified in the order, plus any subsidy payments associated 
with the price quotations. Provision was made for using the applicable 
maximum laniform price of the Office of Price Administration in the event 
that the specified price ims not available. If neither was available, 
the War Food Administrator was authorized to determine an equivalent or 
comparable price. 

Amendment of July 20, 1943 

A public hearing was held in Duluth on June 4, 1943^ at the re- 
quest of the Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association and the Bridgeman- 
Russell Company. The major issue developed at the hearing was concerned 
with the level of Glass I and Class II prices. Two minor changes proposed 
by the Dairy and Poultry Branch of the Food Distribution Administration 
were also discussed at the hearing. 

The amendment to the order was issued by the War Food Administrator, 
on July lb, 1943> and became effective 4 days later. The marketing agree- 
ment, in this amended form, was signed by handlers of more than 50 percent 
of the milk in the market. This reinstated the agreement which had been 
discontinued at the time of the previous amendment. 
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Minimiam Class Prices 

The proposal of the Twin Ports Association and the Bridgeinan-Russell 
Company was to increase the prices for Class I and Class II milk. This was 
to be accomplished by raising the skim milk factor in the Class II formula 
from hialf a cent to seven-tenths of a cent and by fixing theClass I price 
differential at 65 cents the year-round, thus eliminating the 10-cent reduc- 
tion from Afaril through August* 

The proposed change in the skim milk factor would have the effect of 
increasing the price of Glass II milk by about 13,5 cents per hundredweight. 
Representatives of handlers and of the two producer associations, who test- 
ified, were in full accord that the Class II price should be raised. In 
support of this, it was pointed out that the Class II price in Duluth was 
substantially below the prices being paid by nearby manufacturing plants for 
miOJc for similar use and that unless the order price were increased, pro- 
ducers would probably shift deliveries from the Duluth market to these manu- 
facturing plants. 

The order at that time established the Class I price at 65 cents 
above the Class II price from September through March, and 55 cents above 
the Class ir price during the remaining ^^^^m^     At the hearing, the Twin 
Ports Association testified in support of their proposal to fix the differ- 
ential at 65 cents the year-round. The Bridgeraan-Russell Company was will- 
ing to leave the differential as it was. 

Other wi tnesses, however, who testified on behalf of proprietary 
handlers and on behalf of the Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association, 
claimed that they would be unable to absorb any increase in the Class I 
price and that under the then prevailing ceiling prices it would be 
impossible for them to pay higher prices to producers unless they were 
granted relief by the Office of Price Administration.  It was suggested 
^hat the Glass I differential be reduced by an amount aoproxirûately equal 
to the proposed increase in the Glass II price, : 

The latter proposal met with the approval of the Department' and was 
included in the amendment issued by the War Food Administrator. The price 
of Cl^^^^ each delivery period was established at 52 cents above 
the wlass II price. In the computation of the Glass II price, the proposal 
to raise the value of the skim milk factor by substituting seven-tenths of 
a cent for one-half cent in the forimla was accepted by the Department and 
ancluded m the amendment. 

Other Changes 

^   ^\Two amendments proposed by the Dairy and Poultry Branch for admin- 
istrative^ purposes were incorporated i^^   o^der. They provided for the 
substitution of the term »rWar Food Administrator" for the terra "Secretary« 
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wherever the latter appeared in the order and authorized the War Food Admin- 
istrator to delegate certain of his powers to agents. 

Congress had passed legislation under which a number of functions, 
including the issuance of marketing orders, had been transferred from the 
Secretary to the War Food Administrator. The Solicitor's Office had ruled 
that the term '^Secretary" should be changed to '*^/ar Food Administrator" in 
the orders, so that no legal questions would arise. 

Suspension order of June 12, 1946 

On June 12, 1946, the Acting Secretary of Agriculture, suspended 
certain parts of the order relating to price computations and to the announ- 
cement of prices. These parts were suspended until July 31, 1946. The 
effect of this suspension was to relate temporarily, the minimum class prices 
under the Duluth order, to the price of butter for the ciirrent month instead 
of the price of butter for the preceding month. 

The Office of Price Stabilization had lifted the ceiling price of 
butter on itoy 29^ 1946. The suspension action relating to the order made 
certain that producers in the Duluth-Superior market would benefit immediate- 
ly by having the higher butter prices reflected in their own returns. 

The question of suspending a part of a section of a marketing order 
involved a legal issue under the statute. This legal problem is discussed 
in an opinion of the Solicitor to the Secretary of Agriculture, dated Oct- 
ober 17, 1945. The opinion ^^s rendered on a similar use of the suspension 
power in relation to the New York order.  In his opinion, the Solicitor 
stated: 

The Congress recognized that, in view of the variative 
circumstances from time to time in milk marketing, situations 
may arise in which it is necessary or appropriate, in order 
to keep the regulation in accord with the policy of the 
statute, to change an order by merely suspending a provision 
in the order. The statute provides that the Secretary 'shall, 
whenever he finds that any order . . . , or any provision 
thereof, obstructs or does not tend to effectuate the declared 
policy of this title, terminate or suspend the operation of 
such order or such provision thereof.'  (Section 8c (16)(A) of 
the act. The underscoring is supplied.) Of more significance, 
however, is the plain provision in the statute that any such 
suspension is not 'an order within the meaning of this section.' 
(Section 8c (16)(C) of the act.) It is only with respect to 
an order or an 'order amending an order' that a public hearing 
must be held and requisite producer approval obtained.  (This 
includes, also, the price adjustments referred to in the last 
sentence in section 8c (18) of the act inasmuch as any such 
price adjustment may be made effective only by means of an 
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order or an order amending an order.) The Congress fore- 
saw that instances laay arise in which a provision in an 
order should be suspended--and the statute provides that 
a provision may be suspended—-by the Secretaiy even though 
the suspension is equivalent in effect to an araendment. 

The formula for the calculus of price is, of course, 
a basic part of the milk loarketing order. A part, i.e., a 
»provision,* of that formula is to be suspended. The 
statute contains no definition of the term *provision.* 
It merely states that *any provision* shall be suspended or 
terminated if the Secretary finds that the provision thus 
suspended or terminated no longer tends to effectioate the 
declared purpose of the act. It has been held that 'legis- 
lation when not expressed in technical terms is addressed 
to the common run of men and is therefore to be understood 
according to the ßense of the thing, as the ordinary man 
has a right to rely on ordinary words addressed to him. 
(Addison V. Holly Hill Fruit Products, 322 U.S. 607.) 
Unless the contrary appears, statutory words are presumed 
to be used in their ordinary and usxial sense, and with the 
meaning commonly attributed to them. (DeGanay v. Lederer, 
250 U.S.. 376, 381j Old Colony R.R. v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue, 284 U.S. 552, 560j united States v. 
Stewart, 311 U.S. 60, 63} Deputy v. duPont, 308 U.S. 488.) 
We see no reason, in this instance, to attribute any tech- 
nical or other special meaning to this language of the 
statute. The part of the formula which is to be suspended 
is a part of a scheme for the determination of price for 
Glass I-A milk. The part of the formula, however, which 
remains in effect during the period of the suspension is 
a clear, comprehensive statement as to the price for Class 
I-A milk. We are unable, therefore, to-say that the part 
of the order which is being suspended is not a ^provision' 
of the order. (The definition of «provision» as set forth 
in Webster*s New International Dictionary, 1940 edition, 
P* 1995, indicates that a proviso, condition, clause, or 
other part of a sentence may be regarded as a »provision.») 

Amendment of November 1^ 1946 

^    The Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association petitioned for a public 
hearing^to^receive evidence on its proposals to establish a separate class 
for mlk disposed of by handlers in the form of fluid cream and for in- 
creasing the prices of milk for use as fluid milk and fluid cream. No 
amendments were pro      the handlers, but several were submitted by the 
lÄxry Branch of the Production and Marketing Administration ¿2/ to bring 

~~~ of Agriculture following 
World Administration was created, and 
the work relating to the regulation of milk became a function of that agency 
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the order up to date from an administrative standpoint, 

A new health ordinance, modeled after the U, S. Public Health Code/ 
had been adopted in Duluth and Cloquet, and the city of Superior was con- 
sidering the adoption of an identical ordinance. The new health ordinance 
provided for more rigid sanitary regíalations than had prevailed in the past. 
To meet these regulations, the associations contended that'it was necessary 
for producers to spend considerable sums of money for new buildings and 
equipment in order to produce approved milk. 

The notice of hearing was issued January 25, 194-6, and the hearing 
was held on February 12, at Duluth. On May 22^ the Production and Market- 
ing Administration issued a public report of its findings on the proposed 
amendments, and the industry was given until August 12 to file exceptions, 
but none were filed. 

The amendment to the order was approved by more than two-thirds of 
the eligible producers voting in the referendum, and it was made effective 
on November 1. 14/ The marketing agreement, as amended, was signed by 
handlers of more than 50 percent of the milk in the market and became 
effective at the same time. 

Classes of Utilization 

The new ordinance required that milk used for fluid cream conform 
to the same production standards as required for fluid milk. In this 
respect, the new ordinance was similar to the previous ordinance, but the 
expense of meeting the new requirements materially increased the cost of 
producing inspected milk for use as cream. 

The amendment to the order was identical with that of the proposal. 
It provided for three classes of milk instead of two. Class I milk was 
all milk disposed of in the form of fluid milk, flavored milk, flavored 
milk drinks, and unaccounted-for milk. Class II milk was all mtlk disposed 
of as cream for consumption in fluid form. Class III milk was all milk 
used for products other than those specified in Class I and Class II and 
milk accounted for as actual plant shrinkage, but not exceeding 2 percent 
of a handler's total receipts of milk. 

Minimum Class Prices 

The Department concluded that the record of the hearing supported 
the need for price increases. In a memorandum to the Assistant Administra- 
tor of the Production suad Marketing Administration, the Director of the 

Li/ The Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association did not vote in 
favor of this amendment. The amendment received the producer approval re- 
quired by the act when a sufficient number of unaffiliated producers voted 
for it. 

967439 0—51—3 
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Dairy Bránoh cited evidence presented at the ñ^suring, which indicated that 
the new ordinance woiild greatly increase the costs of producing milk for 
the Duluth-Superior in^      area. The Director of the Dairy Braiich con- 
sidered that a substantial price increase would be required to isalntain an 
adequate supply of fflilk for the market: 

From the above evidence it is apparent that a sub- 
stantial price increase will be needed to insure the area 
a sufficient supply of milk. There has been during the 
past year a constant decrease in the number of producers, 
ajid at the present time this market has insufficient milk 
to meet its fluid requirements during the late fall and 
early winter. In Ju^r 1943> the date of the last amend- 
ment to the order, there were 1,301 producers on the 
market. By December 1945> the number had decreased to 
l,2é4, a decline of almost 10^. The record indicates 
that these producers at^ndoned dairying altogether, since 
they found it unprofitable in view of rising costs and 
prices. For the same reason it was impossible to induce 
replacements to come on the market. 

The Department of Agriculture did not grant the full price increase 
requested by producers. In its final action the Department gave considera- 
tion also to the testimony of Raymond Russ eU, spokesman for the Russell 
Gre£uaery of Superior, that a greater financial incentive was desirable to 
help farmers produce more milk during the fall and winter months. In his 
recommendation, the Director of the Dairy Branch stated: 

iiie feel however that a lesser amoiint would be suf- 
ficient. Were the full increase glinted for the entire 
year, producer retiims would be increased an average of 
38 cents per hundredweight. The amendment which we are 
recommending would result in an increase of approximately 
28 cents per hundredweight. , . . 

Because of the increasing seasonality of production 
on the Duluth market, production during November 1945 was 
only 59^ of the production during June 1945. We feel that 
the bulk of the increase shoiild be granted during the months 
when production is lowest. During the months of May, June, 
July, and August, this market has a heavy sxirplus, yet from 
October to January, supplies do not equal demand. We feel 
that the proposed pattern of price increase will provide 
a fall and winter price, enough higher than the price during 
the flush months to encourage fall production. Thus, the 
proposed prices, in addition to compensating producers for 
meeting the new health ordinance, should result in a more 
uniform flow of milk, and eliminate the shortages which 
now occur in the fall a^^ There is ample 
justification in the record for seasonal pricing. 
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In line with this recoïEmiendation, tlie pricing provisions for Class 
I and Glass II milk were changed to read^a^ 

CI^ss I milk> '^For each of the delivery periods of 
September to April/ both inclusive, the price for Class 
III milk for such delivery period plus $1.00; For each 
of the delivery periods of May, June, July, and August 
the price for Glass III for such delivery period plus 

60 cents r*^ 

Gl^ss II milk. "For each of the delivery periods of 
September to April, both inclusive, the price for Glass III 
milk for such delivery period plus #0*60, For each of the 
delivery periods of May, June, July, and Augost, the price 
for Class III milk for such delivery period plus 35 ^ents." 

Under this arrangement, the Class I price was increased 48 cents per 
hundredweight during September through April, and 8 cents per hundredweight 
during May through August. Milk for fluid cream was placed in a separate 
class, which was priced 60 cents per hundredweight higher than its previous 
price during the fall-winter months and 35 cents per hundredweight higher 
during the spring-summer months* 

Other Changes 

A number of incidental changes were made necessary by the change in 
the number of classes. Also, in order to bring the order up to date admin- 
istratively the term ^Secretary" was substituted for "uiar Food Administra- 
tor," wherever the latter term appeared in the order. 

Amendment of February 22, 1949 

On the suggestion of members of the Industry, the Department of 
Agricultui*e called a public hearing to consider a proiX)Sal for the amend- 
ment of all Federal milk orders so as to establish a "statute of limita- 
tions" on claims arising under the orders« The notice of hearing on the 
proposed amendmeat was Issued on July 18, 1947. In recommending that the 
hearing be held, the blrector of the Dairy Branch, PMA, stated: 

The amendments to be discussed, while prepared by 
the Dairy Branch, are the result of proposals made gener- 
ally from within the industry and from market administrators. 
The experience derived froïû the administration of milk orders 
for a period of years has demonstrated to all concerned the 
necessity of arriving at some means for permitting handlers 

:  to close their books after a period of time on the possibil- 
ity of further billings from market administrators. Equally 
apparent Is the necessity for the protection after a certain 



period of laarket regulation from surprise or neglected 
claims which could accumulate to the point of exhausting 
one or another of the various administrative funds* 

The amendments are sought with the purpose of pro- 
tecting both handlers and producers from the possibility 
of bankrupting handlers or of the orders themselves, as 
the result of an acciamulation of una^itioipated liabilities 
in excess of ordinary reserves. Insofar as the orders are 
concerned, an accumulation of deimnds could result in pro- 
ducers going unpaid for current deliveries of milk. Such 
a situation would operate to the disadvantage of consumers 
and handlers of milk, as weH as of producers, and would 
probably be contrary to the declared policy of the act. 

After several years of regulation, the necessity for 
permitting some disposition to be made of vast accumula- 
tions of business records is also pressing. 1^/ 

The hearing was held at Washington, D, C, on July 30, 1947. Repre- 
sentatives of producers and handlers attending the hearing were unanimously 
in favor of the principle of the "statute of limitations" on claims. Gon- 
siderable discussion developed as to the best way in which it could be 
worked out. The Assistant Administrator of the Production and Marketing 
Administration issued a recommended decision on Sept^aber 27, 1948. The 
final decision was issued on January 26, 1949i by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. ¿6/ 

More than two-thirds of the producers supplying each marketing area 
during the representative period (August 1948) approved the amendment to 
the order. It was Issued February 18, 1949, and went into effect Febnmry 
22. The marketing agreement in the Duluth-Superior market was terminated 
because it was not signed by handlers of more than 50 percent of the volume 
of lailk in the market. 

15/ Memorandum on notice of hearing on proposed amendments to orders 
regulating the handling of milk, from the Director of the Dairy Branch to 
the Assistfiuit Administrator, PMA, June 18, 1947. 
/   16/ An amendment to the General Regulation issued under the Agricul- 

tiiral i^arketing Agreement Act of 1937, on Fehrmxy 17, 1947, provided that 
as soon as practicable following the termination of the period allowed for 
the filing of post-hearing briefs the Assistant Administrator shall file a 
recormiended decision containing a preliminary statement with respect to such 
issues and an appropriate proposed marketing agreement or order effectuating 
his recommendations. The recommended decision as well as any exceptions to 
the Assistant Administrator's proposal are then submtted to the Secretary 
who after due consideration renders a final decision which includes a state- 
ment of his findings and conclusions. These amendments were issued by virtue 
of authority vested in the Secretai^r of Agriculture by the Agricultural Mar- 
ketiitg Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the Administrative Procedure 

Act lÄSsed by Congress June 11, 1946, 
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JOperation of the "Statute of Limitations*' 

The amendment as issued by the Secretary, provided a "statute of 
limitations** on claims arising under the orders, to operate in the follow- 

ing manners 

l.^^An obliS^tion to pay a handler money, which such handler claims 
to be due him under the terms of an order, terminates 2 years after the end 
of the calendar month during which the milk involved in the claim was re- 
ceived if an underpayment is claimed, or within 2 years after payment was 
made if a refund is claimed. If the handler, within such period of time, 
files a petition claiming such money, the time limitation does not apply* 

2.~The obligation of a handler to pay money terminates 2 years after 
the last day of the calendar month during which the Market Administrator 
receives the handler*s report of utilization of the milk involved in such 
obligation. If within such 2-year period, the Market Administrator notifies 
the haadler in writing that such money is due and payable, the time limita- 
tion does not apply» 

3.—If a handler fails to make his books and records available to 
the Market Administrator and the latter notifies him to that effect in 
writing, the time limitation does not begin to run until such books and 
records are made available. 

4.~The time liMtation does not apply in the case of "fraud or 
willful concealment of a fact, material to the obligation, on the part of 
a handler." 

5,—The time limitation did not apply to obligations as to which 
administrative proceedings or court actions were instituted before July 1, 
1949. This allowed all interested parties at least 6 months to see if there 
were any outstanding obligations which might be terminated by the claims 
limitation amendment and to take appropriate measures to protect their 
interests in such obligations. 

6.—Handlers are required to retain records for 3 years after the 
end of the delivery period to which such records relate, unless specifically 
requested by the Market Administrator to keep certain records on hand for a 
longer period. 

Amendment of May 1, 1949 

The Arrowhead Cooperative Cr^mery Association and the Twin Ports 
Cooperative Dairy Association petitioned for a hearing to consider a pro- 
posed amendment to increase the Class I differential by 40 cents and the 
Class II differential by 25 cents per hundredweight during the delivery 
period of May, Jime, Jiily, and August, 1949. The differentials under the 



order then current were 60 cents and 35 eents, respectively, during the 
above months and í^ and 60 cents during all other months. The proposal 
was to eliminate, for the current year, the seasonal drop in the differ- 
ential for the two classes. 

The notice of hearing was issued March 22, 1949, and the hearing 
was held at Duluth on March 30. The amendment to the order was issued on 
April 27, following approval by more than two-thirds of producers, and be- 
came effective on tfe^ 1. 

Minimum Class Prices 

On April 15, the Secretary announced his decision to maintain during 
May through August 1949, the fall-\riLnter price differentials. The usual 
administrative procedure of the recommended decision and opportunity to 
file written exceptions was omitted because of the urgency of the situation. 
The OTiissions were requested at the hearing^^a    testimony was presented 
in opposition. 

A memorandum from the Solicitor to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
dated April 13, 1949, described the conditions surrounding the issue as 
follows! 

The hearing record discloses an ^nergency condition in 
the market production area arising from a severe and unpre- 
cedented drought in 1948 I»L following less than normal rain- 

^^^     f^ in the fall of 1947r and followed of 
parecipitation in ôarly 1949. Hay crops and pastures suffer- 
ed to such an extent that not only was it necessary for pro- 
ducer« to expend inordin^ but the effect on 
pastures will be felt during the current year even though 
iûi'tlal lack of rainfall should be alleviated. Many produc- 
ers have abandoned dairying, and more have been forced to 
reduce their herds. Uncontradicted evidence in the hearing 
record indicates that in view of the uniform price to pro- 
ducers having dropped to approximately $1  lower than a year 
ago, an additional drop in the class differential starting 
on May 1 will result in further abandonment of dairy o^^^^ 
tions and curtailment of herds to such an extent that the 
market will be short of a sufficient supply of pure and 
wholesome milk. It is concluded that the maintenance of 
the present 11 and 60 differentials through the normally 
flush season is necessary during the current year because 
of abnormally Mgh costs or ^^^I^^ 

AmendMent of January 1^ 1951 

_  During the summer and fall of 1950, dissatisfaction developed afl^ong 
producers because of the increased costs of production which had taken place 
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following the outbreak of war in Kor^  The ndnimim prices imder the order 
had been lo\/ered seasonally on the first of May and most producers felt 
that the reduced prices were unsatisfactory in view of production conditions. 
A newly organized dairy farmers» union had enlisted the support of many pro- 
ducers in the area and engaged in the picketing of a number of milk plants 
in an effort to obtain higher prices» Handlers also were becoming alarmed 
because many producers were curtailing production owing to the alternative 
opportunities for employment in expanding defense industries*Many farm 
workers and small farm operators were taking part-time or full-time jobs 
in these industries. 

The Twin Ports and Arrowhead Associations requested the Secretary 
to hold a hearing to consider raising the Class I price and a number of 
other proposed changes in the Duluth-Superior order• Their proposals in- 
cluded: (1) An increase in the differential in the Class I pricing formula 
from 60 cents to Î1 for the months of May through August, (2) the adoption 
of a plan to encourage more even production throughout the year, (3) the 
extension of the marketing area, (4) a reduction of the number of classes 
of milk from three to two, with cream and cultured buttermilk being placed 
in Class I, (5) a method of accounting for milk on the basis of its skim 
mdlk and butterfat content, and (6) the pricing of milk on the basis of 
3*5 instead of 4 percent butterfat content. 

The Dairy Branch of PMA added two proposals of its own for consider- 
ation at the hairing. One of these provided for an increase in the maximum 
administrative assessment from 3 to 4 Cönts per hundredweight. The other 
proposal was made to clarify the order with, respect to the treatment of a 
handler's excess sales of skim milk and butterfat. No proposals were ad- 
vanced by handlers. 

The notice of hearing was issued on November 9> 1950, and the hearing 
was held at Duluth on the 29th of the same month. On the basis of this 
hearing an amendment was issued by the Secretary effective January 1, 1951. 
The usual recoffimended decision by the Assistant AdJ^        of the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration was omitted on the Secretary*s finding 
that the delay necessarily involved in the preparation and publication of 
such a decision, with time allowed for exceptions by interested parties, 
would defeat the purposes of the amendment. In his decision, the Secretary 
statedr"lQffîiediate action must be taken if an amendment is to meet effect- 
ively the urgent supply and demand ^oblem sought to be alleviated and 
relieve the disorderly marketing conditions which threaten the stability 
of the market." 

Miniimim Glass Prices 

The amendmaat raised the May-August price differential in the Class 
I fojr^aula from 60 cents to $1. The September-April differential was raised 
from a $1  to #1.15* These p^manent increases were supplemented by a tem- 
porary provision which ©sl^blished the differential through April 1951 at 



#1*23 per hxmdredweight. TM the GJLass I price was somewhat 
higher than that which had bean raquested in the proposals of the produc- 
ers* associations upon which the hearing was held» However, at the hearing 
itself representatives of the associations indicated that the production 
Outlook li^sbecoitting progressively worse and a somewhat greater increase 
than that proposed would be required to remedy t 

As a basis for the higher price, the Department cited the following 
Tacts in the hearing record; (1) A decline in receipts of producer milk 
since August 1950 by about 4 or 5 percent xmder receipts during the same 
period of 1949r (2) sales^ 0^^ higher*^ during the fall of 1950 
than in 1949> and (3) a decline in the nimiber of producers since the mid- 
suimer of 1950 and a slightly greater seasonal decline in the average daily 
production per producer between August and October than had occurred during 
the previous year. During the first 7 months of 1950, monthly receipts 
from producers averaged 15 percent higher tlmn far the previous year, but 
the Department did not consider this to be^  Important as some of the other 
consideiutions because this increase was due to an increase in the number 
of producers> 17/ 

In summarizing some of the factors causing this adverse change in 
the supply situation, the Deparlaaent stated: "Conversion to the production 
of inspected milk among dairymen in the milkshed has been arrested and 
production per farm has sharply declined because prices have not kept pace 
with rising costs and dairymen are able to find more lucrative employment 
in the mines, mills, and factories of the region." 

Plan to Encourage More Even Production 

The so-called Louisville Plan was adopted by the Department as a 
means of leveling out seasonal production. Under this plan, 8 percent of 
the funds in the pool would be deducted in computing the uniform price 
during each of the months of May, June, and July, and one-third of the total 
amount deducted would be restored in computing the uniform price during each 
of the months of October, November, and December. This was substantially 
the plan proposed by the producers» associations and was supported by the 
only handler who testified at the hearing. 

^ The hearing record showed that production of milk for the Duluth- 
Superior market had been highly seasonal, the June production averaging 
about twice that of November. As a consequence, the market has had burden- 
some surpluses in the flush months and frequently insufficient milk from 
regular producers to meet the fluid requirements of the market from October 
through December. The Department stated that the 40-cent differential in 

12/ See part iV, p. 49, for an amlysis of how additional producers 
cam© on the market during this period in connection with mergers of small 
cooperative associations with the larger associations in the Duluth-Superior 
market. - 
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the Class I price formula which had been provided between the spring and 
fall months had proved inadequate as an incentive to bring about increased 
fall production. In comparing the difference between the Incentive pay- 
ments under the two |xLans, the Department pointed out that the average dif- 
ference in the uniform price between June auid November had approximated 65 
cents during the past 4 years, and that it was estimated that, under the 
plan* which it was adopting, the differ^ice in uniform prices to producers 
would be about 41,75 for those months. This could not be achieved by 
merely adjusting the differential in the Class I price formula without 
seriously affecting sales of milk in the iaarket. 

Classes of Utilization 

The Department adopted the producers* proposal, which was not 
opposed at the hearing, to revise the system of classification of milk so 
as to put milk used for cream and for buttermilk in Class X. This had the 
affect of reducing the number of classes from three to two. The Deimrtment, 
in making this decision, stateds 

All three health ordinances in the marketing area 
require that milk used for fluid cream must comply with 
exactly the same standards and come from the same faiToas 
as milk disposed of for consiamption in fluid form as 
milk. . .. buttermilk is required to conform to the 
standards established for milk. Customarily all butter- 
milk sold in the market is made from inspected milk. 

Proposed Extension of the Marketing Area 

The Department decided that the marketing area should not be changed 
as had been proposed by the producers* associations. This decision was 
based on evidence in the hearing record which indicated that the health 
regulations in the areas proposed to be included were not comparable to 
those in force in Duluth and Superior and that much of the milk distributed 
in these areas would not meet the standards prevailing in the present mar- 
keting area. The Department concluded that **If all milk disposed of in 
the proposed area were to be regulated, it woiid resiilt in pooling together 
two quite different grades of milk and would substantially reduce the^uniform 
price röceived by producers since the bulk of the additional milk would be 
used for manufacturing," 

Other Changes 

The amendment changed the method of computing the amount of milk in 
each class to provide a more exact acco\mting for skim milk and butte^fat. 
The Department pointed out that the »^milk equivalent" method which hai been 
used in the order up to this time, resulted in figiires which "did not 



represent the actvial utilization in these classes and resulted in a distor- 
tion of laarket statistics,** 

The administrative assessment was increased from 3 cents to a maximum 
of 4 cents per hundredweight. This was based upon information presented at 
the hearing that the costs of operating the office of the Market Administra- 
.tor had increased materially in recent years. 

The pricing of milk was changed by the amendment from a 3.5 percent 
butterfat basis to a 4 percent butterf at basis. This was done to make prices 
m the Duluth-Superior market comparable with other milk prices in Wisconsin 
and Minnesota. The only handler who testified at the hearing opposed this 
step because it would interfere with the continuity of data in the Duluth- 
ûuperior market. 

The amendment also clarified the provisions with respect to the 
treatment of à handler's excess sales of skim milk and butterfat in accord- 
ance with the proposal of PMâ» s Dairy Brancsh. 



IV. OPERATION OF ORDER 54 

Order 54 has been In continuous operation in the IXiluth-Superior milk 
îoarket for almost 10 years. During this period, many changes hâve taken 
place in the imrket. Some of these changes were influenced by the order, 
whereas others ^ere brought about mainly by other factors, such as the change 
in general economic conditions, wartime demands for milk and milk products, 
and changes in local health regulations• In this part, certain factual 
observations of the order operation and an analysis of market changes that 
have taken place during this period will be given, iüci appraisal of the 
order, based on this material and on the factual analysis already presented 
in this report, will be made in the next part. 

Changes in Class Prices 

During the greater part of the period in which the order has been 
in operation, the minimum class prices which handlers have been required 
to pay tended to increase (see table 15, Appendix D). This increase was 
held in check by price ceilings and producer subsidies during part of the 
war period, but it was resiamed in mid-June of 194-6, when price ceilings and 
subsidies were removed. Peak prices were reached in the fall of 194-6 and 
again in the first few months of 1948. Since î^roh of 194Ö> class prices 
have tended to decrease. 

Table 5 shows a comparison of the price of milk for use as fluid 
milk and the price of milk for manufacturing use from 1942 through 1950. 
For the year 1942, the price of milk for fluid use averaged 61 cents, or 
28 percent higher than the price of milk for manufactured use. The differ- 
ential over the manufacturing price was smaller during the following years, 
amounting to 56 cents in 1943 and 52 cents for the next 2 years. By 1946, 
the fluid-use price was only 17 percent above the price of milk for manu- 
facturing use. This was caused by the Influence of wartime price ceilings 
on retail milk prices, which made it necessary to hold down the Class I 
price, in the face of higher production costs, to prevent an undue "squeeze" 
on the operating margins of handlers. Producers were compensated for their 
higher costs by direct subsidy payments. The differential between the 
prices of milk for the two uses widened appreciably with the lifting of 
ceiling controls in the middle of 1946. In 1949, the average differential 
was i?l and in 1950 it was 87 cents. In percentage terms, it can be noted 
from the table that the 1949 and 1950 differentials were very close to the 
27.9 percent differential that prevailed in 1942. 

Producer Prices and Producer Returns 

The uniform price payable to producers each month for 4 percent milk 
under the order is computed by multipljlng the established class prices by 
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Table 5,~ñrices of milk used for flxiid milk and for manufactxxring, 
under the MLüth«-Superior order, 1942-50 

-"           -        -    ~    - 

:    Prices of milk used for 1/      : Differential 
• -            ♦                                                             • • «                                                            • : Percentage of 

Year : Flxiid milk 2/ : Manufacturing : Amount         : manufactviring 
r    -   - :>           X    -   - ^/         I :        Drice 

DoiilftrP                 DolXar? Dollar?                 P§r,PPQt 

1942 2.788                     2.179 0.609                       27.9 
1943 3.250                     2.688 .562                      20.9 
1944 3.336                   2.816 .520                      18.5 
1945 3.307                    2.787 .520                      18.7 
1946 4.133                  3.533 .600                      17.0 
1947 4.651                   3.785 .866                      22.9 
1948 5.278                    4.411 .867                      19.7 
1949 4.459                  3.459 1.000                      28.9 
1950 4.275                    3.408 .867                      25.4 

i/ Average of monthly prices# 
2/ Class I price. 
^ Class li price from January 1942 through Qetober 1946, 

price from November 1946 to December 1950• 

Compiled from reports of Market Adaiinistrator. 

Class III 

the amoimt of milk in each class for aU handlers, sujsming the resulting 
totals, and dividing by the total amount of milk. The uniform price is 
coimonly known as a blend price. These prices are shoira in table 15 of 
Appendix D. 

For more than 2 years after the order became effective in May 1941, 
the blend price increased sharply. This rise was due to the increase in 
class prices and to the fact that a higher proportion of milk was being 
used in Glass I as a result of wartime demands for fluid milk• The average 
blend price on a 4-pereent basis was $2.01 for May through December 1941, 
J2.49 for the 12 months of 1942, andJ3.01 for 1943. 

From the fall of 1943 until June 1946, the blend price in the 
Duluth-Superior imrket   fairly stable except for seasonal variations. 
This was the period of price ceilings and production payments to dairy 
farmers. During this period producers for the Duluth-Superior market were 
receiving production payments that ranged from 25 to 60 cents per hundred- 
weight. They received these pajonents in addition to the blend prices mder 
the order. The production payments received monthly are shown in table 17, 
of Appendix D. 
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Following the removal of price controls and production payments, the 
blend price moved very sharply upward to a peak of #5*73 in November 1946• 
On an annual Imsis, the trend continued upward for the next 2 years» In 
1945, the average blend price was 13.12; in 1946, it was $3♦97; in 1947, 
it was 14.51j and in 1948, it was $5•19. For the year 1949, the average 
monthly blend price dropped to $4.19, a decline of $1 per hundredweight. 
This reflected a decline in class prices as well as a drop in the percent- 
age of Class I utilization from 72.0 percent of producer receipts in 1948 
to 60.3 percent in 1949. The average price for 1950 declined another 19 
cents to $4 por liundredweight. 

Table 6 shows the approximte change in the purchasing power of 100 
pounds of milk sold by producers supplying the Duluth-Superior market dur- 
ing the period of re^LOation. This index of purchasing power is computed 
by dividing the annual average blend price per hundredweight received by 
producers for 4 percent milk (including dairy production payments) for each 
year by the index of prices paid by farmers in the United States for comr- 
modities purchased and adjusting the resulting figures to a 1941 base. The 
index of the purchasing power of milk adjusted in this manner increased to 
135 in 1946 but declined to 103 for 1950. 

Table 6.—Index of prices paid by farmers in the united States; average 
price received by producers and index of purchasing power of 

milk in the Duluth-Superior market, 1941-50 

:   Index of :   Average :   Index of 
:  prices paid :    price : purchasing power 

Year :  by farmers %/ :   received :  of milk y 
X  (1910-U = 100) : bv oroducers 2/ I fl941=100) 

Dollars, 

1941 132 U 2.01 100 
1942 152 2.49 108 
1943 170 3.09 119 
1944 182 3.58 129 
1945 189 3.62 126 
1946 207 4.25 135 
1947 240 4.'51 123 
1948 259 5.19 132 
1949 250 4.19 110 
3,950 255 4.09 10? 

i/ From Agricultural Prices, Bur. Agr, Econ., Jan. 1950 and Dec. 1950. 
Includes Interest, taxes, and wage rates for hired farmworkers. 
2/ Simple average of uniform prices per hundredweight for 4 p63:'cent milk 

under Order 54. Dairy production payments to producers included from Oct. 
1943-June 1946. 
¿/Computed by dividing the average price received by producers by the 

index of prices paid by farmers in the United States, adjusted to a 1941 base. 
á/ B^gi3ining May 5, 1941. 



Two additional tables (18 and 19) are included in Appendix D to help 
in evalioating the economio position of producers xmder the order. Table 18 
shows the value of producer milk received by handlers, by months, since 1933. 
Table 19 shows the average daily value of producer milk, by months, for the 
same period» From an inspection of the data in table 18, it can be seen, 
for example, that despite the drop in prices under the order during 1949 # 
tota^ returns to producers have beea^^f^^       maintained. This was be- 
cause production during 1949 was considerably greater than it had been the 
previous year. As shown in table 19, however, the decline in the value of 
milk is reflected Biore clearly on a producer basis during 1949 because the 
number of producers on the market had increased somewhat. 

Resale Prices and Handler Subsidies 

Tables 20 and 21 in Appendix D, show selling prices of milk at stores 
and for milk delivered to homes in Duluth, since 1919, as reported to the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics. It may be noted that there were many 
months during the price wars of the 1930»s and early 1940's when it was not 
possible for the Bureau to report prevailing prices of milk in the city of 
Duluth. 

^^^ ^^       November and December of 1942, the Department of Agriculture 
paid subsidies to handlers in the Duluth-Superior market. The purpose of 
these subsidies was to enable handlers to pay higher prices to i^oducers 
without exceeding the resale price ceilings for milk established by the 
Office of Price Administration. 

These ceilings had been established at the March 1942 levels and the 
increase since that time in the Glass I price under Order 54 had created a 
"squeeze" on handlers in the Duluth-Superior market. A letter, dated Nov- 
ember 4, 1942, from the Department of Agriculture to the Economic Stabili- 
zation Director , described the need for handler siibsidies in this market 
due to rising costs of milk for fluid use: 

Specifically, in the case of the Duluth-Superior area, 
the prices specified in the applicable Federal order are 
^sed on the value of maimfacturing milk, plus a pranium 
designed to cover the additional costs of producing and 
marketing milk of a quality suitable for fluid use. The 
premium was detenidned following a public a 
careful analysis by the Department of aU factors affect- 
ing l^e production and mrketto^^ As 
a result of changes in the value of manufacturing milk, the 
Class I price of fluid milk in the Duluth-Superior area has 
risen from 12.681 in March to $3.213 in November. 

^ ^^    ^"^ji^^:^ paid on the volume 
of Class I milk handled. The amount of the subsidy was the difference be- 
tween the then current Glass I price and the March 1942 Class I price. 
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This was 53•a cents in November and 54.7 cents in December. The subsidy 
program was terminated at the end of December, when resale price ceilings 
were adjusted in the-market. 

Operation of the Marketvade Pool 

As explained in part l/the inequality of returns to groups of pro- 
ducers supplying the market was a prime cause of dissatisfaction prior to 
the introduction of the Federal order in the Duluth-Superior market. The 
operation of the marketwide pooling plan has largely removed this cause of 
dissatisfaction because, under this plan, each producer in the market is 
assured a minimum price per hundredweight, regardless of the handler to 
whom he sells his milk. The only variation from this minimiam blend price 
required by the order is based on differences in the butterf at content of 
each producer's milk. Butterfat differentials established by the order 
are shown in table 15> Appendix D. 

Inasmuch as the prices provided under the order are minimum prices 
only, handlers in the Duluth-Superior market have at times paid premiums 
to their producers. One of the most common forms of premium payment has 
been the payment of the blend price to new producers, although, under the 
"new producer clause" in the order, handlers were permitted to pay the 
lowest class price to such producers for a period of two full calendar 
months following the date of such producers first shipment to the market 
(see p. la). The payment of such pr^aiums to new producers was due to the 
competition among handlers for additional sources of milk to meet increased 
demands during the war and the immediate postwar period. Since June 1, 
1949, there is no evidence that premiums are being paid to new producers. 

Total la'eaniums paid by handlers in the Duluth-Superior market have 
not usually been very great. During 1948, for example, reports of the 
Market Administrator indicate that a total of #13,908.25 was paid in pre- 
miums. Of this amount, $12,083*25 was paid to new producers and #1,825 
to regular producers. Most of this latter amount was represented by a 
5-cent-per-hundr^weight premium paid by one of the smaller handlers in 
the market. This handler, it is reported, has paid the premium since 
1941, probably to meet the competition of one of the cooperatives in his 
area which pays patronage dividends to its members. A few very small 
handlers have followed the practice of paying their producers in advance 
of the Market Admlnistwitor^s announcement of the uniform price. These 
advance payments, based on the handlers estimate of the Market Adminis- 
trator 's announcement of the uniform price, usually include a slight pre- 
mium. Less than 20 producers are involved in receiving this kind of premium. 
Slight premiums are involved in the case of several handlers who either ab- 
sorb the hauling tax for their producers or who do not deduct the marketing 
service charge from the checks of producers who are not members of coopeM,- 
tives. 

The highest premium payments during the period of the order's opera- 
tion were made from July 22 to August 31^ 1950. The seasonal drop of 40 



cents in the differential in the Class I pxlcing formula, which had taken 
effect at the beginning of May, created considerable dissatisfaction among 
producers in the market. They were faced with higher costs following the 
outbreak of war in Korea and most of them felt that they needed more money 
to maintain pt-oduction. Following collective bargaining negotiations be- 
tween the cooperatives and the proprietary handlers, an a^eement was 
reached for each handler to pay premiums to its own producers so as to make 
their returns equal to those that they would have received if the Class I 
price had been 4.0 cents above the order minimum price. This premivun was 
not equalized among the handlers through the marketwide pool. Therefore, 
those handlers (including the cooperative associations) with a relatively 
low proportion of Class I sales had to pay a premium somewhat higher than 
40 cents per hundredweight on their own Class I milk. Handlers with a 
relatively high proportion of Class I sales paid somewhat less than 40 
cents per hundredweight on such milk. 

The marketwide pool, in conjunction with the classified price plan, 
serves also to equalize competitive conditions among the handlers in the 
market. As noted in part I, the competitive struggle among the handlers 
for shares of the fluid market to avoid thé financial burden of handling 
surplus milk was a prime cause of disruption to orderly marketing condi- 
tions prior to the adoption of the order. 

Under the pricing and pooling arrangements of the order, each handler 
pays for mille m accordance with the use he makes of it, but his particular 
utilization does not affect the returns received by his producers. This 
type^of arrangement is, in theory at least, a means by ^which all handlers 
may be required to share the burden of whatever surplus milk (that is, milk 
in excess of fluid requirements) must be handled in the market at any given 

+V, -  j^J^^"^^^»  of course, the competitive situation among handlers in 
the^market IS affected also by the relationship of the class      estab- 
lished under the^order. If, for e^ple, the price of milk for manufac- 
turing use^isunduOjr low, a competitive given to those handlers 
in the market who possess manufacturing facilities and whose utilization of 
milk, in the manufacturing class is greater^^^    the average for the market' 
If the price^for such milk is unduly high, such handlers are penalize and 
eventuallrthey may refuse to accept an the milk offered to ^t^^^ 

Receipts of Milk 

v,.«^i ^^®/^°"i^,^®°®iP^s of inspected milk from producers, producer- 
handlers, and handlers ' farms, during the period of regulation are shown 
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in table 10, Appendix D, 
remained fairly constant. 
the period of regulation, 
20 percent over the total for the previous year, 
follows: 

Until 1949, these receipts, on an annxial basis. 
The most marked change in annual receipts, during 

oocurred in 1949* when they increased by more than 
Receipts by years were as 

I§a£ 

1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 

Total receipts 
Million potmds 

87.2 
87.9 
90.3 
90.2 
87.7 
87.3 
83.2 

101.6 
109.7 

During the period of the operation of the order, there has been a 
marked decline in the amount of milk received from handlers* own farms and 
in the amount of milk sold by producer-handlers. As a result, the percent- 
age of total receipts of milk by handlers from producers has increased from 
about 83 percent in 1941 to very near 98 percent in 1950. Table 7, shows 
the percentage of total receipts of milk from producers, from handlers» 
own farms, and from producer-handlers, by years, during the period of regu- 
lation. 

Table 7.—Percentage of milk in the Duluth-Superior market supplied 
by producers, by handlers' own farms, and by producer- 

handlers, 1941-50 

ï^r *   Producer :   Own farm   ; Í   Producer- 
•   - - 

forcent forcent fercçnt 

1941 1/ 83.1 3.1 13.8 
1942 85.7 2.9 11.4 
1943 87.7 2.5 9.8 
1944 89.6 2.6 7.8 
1945 91.4 2.2 6.4 
1946 92.9 2.3 4.8 
1947 95.9 1.0 3.1 
1948 96.9 i;o 2.1 
1949 97.5 .8 1.7 
1950 97t8 .7 1.5 

Compiled from reports of the Market Administrator. 

967439 O—51 4 
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Producer receipts of lailk for the market have been subject to wide 
seasoxial variations. Receipts during the month of June are normally al- 
most twice those for the month of November. Table 8 shows aui index of 
seasonal variation in a,verage deliveries of miUc per producer for selected 
periods. The effect of the upward trend of production during these years 
was removed in computing these Indexes, The method used is described in a 
footnote to the table. It can be seen from this table that there has been 
no reduction in seasonality of ja-oduction during the period of regulation. 
In fact, there has been a tendency for seasonality of production to increase. 
iPart of this tendency may be attributed to the substantial elimination of 
seasonal differentials in class pricing during the war and part.of the post- 
war period. 

Table 8.--Index of seasonal variation in average daily deliveries of 
:  milk per producer supplying the Suluth-Superior marketing 

area, selected periods 1/ 

Month      :   1942-43    *   1944-46    '   1947-49 

January ..... . 82.7 81.1 82,5 
February .... . 89.6 93.9 88.1 
March ....... 99.2 97.7 104.0 
April ...... . 107.6 109.6 117.1 
May . . . ..... 119.3 120.5 128.7 
June . ...... 136.7 138.9 140.2 
July ....... 122,8 128.0 122.7 
August ...... 108.0 106,6 .100.9 
SeptOTiber . . . . . 98.9 93.9 90.7 
October ..... . 84.1 80.1 77.1 
November ..... 73.6 72,3 71,8 
December , ... . 77.5 77.4 76.2 
Average ..... lOO.O 100.0 100.0 

i/ Obtained by computing a 12-raonth moving total of the average daily 
delxveries of milk per producer for each month, centered at the seventh 
month. Each original entry was then divided by the corresponding moving 
total and the result expressed as a percentage. These percentages were 
then grouped by months for the selected periods (1942-43, 1944-46, 1947-49), 
and for each period the mean percentage for each month was obtained. Then, 
for each period, the monthly means were expressed as a percentage of the 
average of the 12 monthly means for that period. 

The butterfat content of milk received from producers has remained 
quite constant on an annual basis during the period of the order (see table 
14, Appendix D). There has been a seasonal variation amounting to about 
12 percent in the amount of butterfat per hundred pounds of milk. Thé 
average percentage of butterfat has varied from about 3,9 percent In April 
to about 4.4 percent in October. 



- Kl - 

Use of Mllk by Classes 

Since the beginning of the order, there has been a marked tendency 
for a higher proportion of milk in the market to be sold as Class I. (See 
table 13 > Appendix D.) During the last 8 months of 1941^ about 43 percent 
of producer receipts was sold for use as fluid milk and fluid milk drinks. 
During 1942, about 47 percent was sold for these purposes. During the next 
8 years, the percentage of Class I utilization increased each year by from 
3 to 6 percent, reaching a high point of 70 percent in 1948, In 1949/the 
percentage of Class I utilization dropped rather sharply to about 58 per- 
cent. In absolute terms, the amount of Class I utilization in the market 
has increased for every year of order operation, Sven in 1949, when the 
percentage of Class I utilization had dropped, the number of pounds of 
Class I milk utilized (57»2 million pounds) exceeded the amount utilized 
in 1948 by over 1 million pounds. The drop in the percentage of Glass I 
utilization was due entirely to the large increase of total receipts of 
milk d-uring the year. 

During the first 7 years of the order (1941 through 1947), the sup- 
ply of milk from regular producers was not sufficient to meet the fluid 
requirements of the market. During at least some months of each of these 
years, a number of handlers had to draw on outside supplies to meet the 
fluid milk and cream needs of their customers. 

Until November 1946, producer receipts which were used for fluid 
cream and for manufacturing purposes were in the same class (Class II). 
At that time. Class II became a separate class for fluid cream and milk 
used for manufacturing became Class IH. On January 1, 1951, milk used 
for fluid cream was placed in Class I, and Class II again became the manu- 
factured use class. It may be noted from the data in table 13, that the 
percentage of Class III milk has increased sharply during 1949 (from 15.2 
percent in 1948 to 27.0 percent in 1949) and that this increase continued 
until the fall of 1950. 

It should be borne in mind that the data in table 13 do not reflect 
the actual utilization of all milk in the Duluth-Superior market. They 
show essentially the amounts of milk to which the minimum class prices 
established in the order are applied. The actual utilization in the mar- 
ket is affected by such factors as the use of outside sources of supply 
during certain periods and by sales of producer milk made outside the 
limits of the marketing area as defined in the order. A further distor- 
tion has arisen from the procedure of accounting for milk under the order. 
The amendment of Januaiy 1, 1951, provides an exact method of accounting 
for skim milk and butterfat in each class• Prior to that time, milk was 
accounted for on a volume basis. It was necessary to provide some method 
of reconciling total milk classified with total producer receipts, because 
the butterfat percentage in milk and milk products sold differs from the 
percentage of butterfat in milk received from producers. The distortion 
of market statistics which ocoiirred prior to the amendment is described by 
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the Department as followsi 

The present order provides that Class I shall be 
accovinted for on the actiial volume of milk contained in 
Class I products, but in the lower classes the amount of 
milk is determined by taking the whole milk equivalent of 
the butterfat contained in each class. If the sum of the 
resulting figures varies from receipts an adjustment is 
made in the lowest class. Accordingly, the resulting 
figures do not represent the actual utilization in these 
classes and result in a distortion of market statistics. ¿2/ 

Number of Producers and Size of Dairy Operations 

The number of producers and producer-handlers supplying the Duluth- 
Superior market during the period of regulation is shovm in table 11, 
Appendix D. In the first few months of the order there were approximately 
1,500 producers and producer-handlers supplying the market. Following that 
time, the trend was generally downward until the fall of 19^8, when the 
market was supplied by a little more than 1,100 producers. Prom September 
1948 until the first months of 1950, the number increased, it being about 
1,400 in the latter months. 

The general decline in producer numbers was due, at least in part, 
to two factors:  (1) The relative attractiveness of manufacturing outlets 
for milk and^of nonfarm job opportunities, particularly during the war 
period, and (2) the introduction of stricter health regulations requiring 
a greater investment on the part of dairy farmers supplying the market. 

■      From 1941 to 1948, the number of producer-handlers declined from 110 
to 5. Many producers had entered the business of distribution because of 
low^producer/returns during the 1930's. Most of them welcomed the oppor- 
tunity of shipping their milk to regular handlers when they were assured of 
a reliable outlet for their milk at reasonable prices. The new health 
ordimnces, adopted by Duluth and Superior in 1946, also contributed to the 
decline m the number of producer-handlers. It was difficult for them to 
meet the pasteurization and other requirements of the new ordinances. 

H..1 • f-"^^"^^? the number of producers on the Duluth-Superior market has 

individual dairy enterprise has increased. Table 12, Appendix D shows th^ 

^S^t^'^^'^';^''^'^'^^^^ by moAthsrîrom "¿y SS 
Se S intr^"". ?^^* In^l942,^the average daily delivery each month for 

market.^ By 1949, the corresponding figure was 211 pounds, an increase of 
almost 40 percent in the output of the individual daíiy fam.    ^^^ °^ 

nosPd nB^.?f ^^'^°'' °^ the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to a pro- 
posed^marketlng agreement and to an order, amending the order, as amended. 



It can be seen from the same table, that the average scale of the 
few reniaining producer-handler operations in the market is considerably 
larger than it was at the beginning of the order. In 1942 producer- 
handlers had an average daily delivery of 356 pounds, whereas in 1949 the 
average daily delivery was 964 pounds. 

The percentage of producers on the market who are members of one of 
the two cooperative associations has increased slightly during the period 
of regulation. According to the data contained in reports of the Market 
Administrator, about 66 percent of producers (including producer-handlers) 
belonged to cooperative associations in October 1941♦ By November 1949, 
about 70 percent of all shippers were cooperative members. 

Change in the Supply Area 

The relationship of the net returns to producers supplying the mar- 
ket and those offered by nearby manufacturing plants and by other types of 
farm enterprises plays an important part in determining the number of pro- 
ducers supplying the market, and the extent of the supply area. The 
policies of the producer cooperatives and of handlers buying from indepen- 
dent producers and the inspection policy of the health departments, also 
affect the number of new producers who may come on the market. For example, 
the paying of premiums to new producers (see p. 43) offset any handicap 
which the order*s provision for lower prices to such producers for a tempor- 
ary period might have imposed upon them. On the other hand, the raising 
of the sanitary standards for milk in 1945 added to the difficulty of new 
producers coming on the market. 

During 1948 and 1949, the Arrowhead and Twin Ports Cooperative Asso- 
ciations accepted the m^nbership of several smaller cooperatives by the 
merger process. The first of these mergers took place in September 1948, 
when the Arrowhead Association accepted the members of the Kettle River 
Creamery. Three months later the Twin Ports Association took in the mem- 
bers of the Oulu Cooperative Creamery at Iron River. During 1949, two 
other small cooperatives merged with Twin Ports î Port Wing Cooperative 
Creamery in April and Wright Cooperative Creamery in May. These mergers 
resulted in an addition of about 300 producers to each of the associa- 
tions. 20/ 

Decline in the Number of Handlers 

During the first 2 years of Federal order operation, a marked decline 
took place in the number of proprietary handlers operating in the Duluth- 
Superior market. From June 1941 to June 1943, the niimber of such handlers 
declined from 22 to 12. Four handlers had consolidated their operations 
into United Dairies, a new company whose stock was oimed by the Brldgeman- 

20/ Record of the Duluth-Superior milk hearing, Nov. 29, 1950, p. 26. 



■ ;: -:-50 -. .  .  - -- 

Russell Company, Since that time there has been little change in the number 
of such handlers. The number of producer-handlers on the market, as has 
been previously noted, also declined rather sharply during the first 2 years 
of the order. In 194.9> only 5 producers vere engaged in the distribution of 
their own milk. These 5 producer-handlers, in June 1949, accounted for 1.4 
percent of total receipts of milk in the market. In June 1941, producer- 
hand^-ers had accoxmted for about 12 percent of total receipts. In November 
1949, the 5 producer-handlers distributed approximately 3 percent of the 
total fluid milk sales in the market. Table 9 shows the number of handlers 
of various types operating in the marketing area during June of each year 
from 1941 through 1949. 

Table 9.—^Number of handlers in the Duluth-Superior marketing area 
during June of each year, 1941-49 

: ;  Proprietary handlers  ; • 
Month  :        :  Buying  rBuying en- :        : 
and   :Cooperative:   from   :tire supply : Producer- :  Total 

year   : handlers ; producers :from other : handlers : 
1/   ; handlers 

Mffibgc     Number Number Number Number 
June: 
1941 2        18 4 109 133 
1942 2 :       14 : 2 80 98 
1943 2 8 4 57 71 
X944 2 8 4 41 55 
1945 2 7 5 32 46 
Í946       2         8 4 20 34 
1947 2         8 4 12 26 
1948 :2         8 5 5 20 
1949 2         8 5 5 20 
1950 2         8 5 5 20 

1/ Handlers in this category may receive part of their supply from their 
ovm farms or from other handlers. i-*-v 

Compiled from data supplied by Market Administrator's office. 

■ In^Hovefflberl949, there were 19 handlers (counting united Dairies and 
xts^parent company,^Bridgeman-Kussell, as one handler) who were distributing 
mlk_in the Duluth-Superior market. Five of these were producer-handlers. 
ihe^2 cooperative associations were among the 3 largest handlers. These 3 
distributed -54.8 percent of the fluid milk in the market in November I949. 
Ihe next 3^1argest handlers accounted for 26.0 percent of the total fluid 
sales in the market, while the U small handlers accounted for 19.2 percent 
during the same month. The number of handlers according to the nercentaee 
range of fluid milk sales handled, in November 1949, III as foU?ws : ^ 
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Number of handlers Percentage ranize of fluid aales 
(by individual handlers) 

13 0-4.9 
2 5-9.9 
1 10-U.9 
2 15-19.9 
1 20-24.9 

Compliance with Order 54 

The authority of the Federal Government to regulate the handling of 
milk in the Duluth-Superior market was challenged very soon after Order 54 
was issued in I^y 1941, Nine milk distributors located in the Minnesota 
part of the marketing area contended that they were not legally bound by 
the order and refused to comply with its provisions. They based their eon- 
tention on their belief that their handling of milk was not involved in 
interstate commerce and that therefore the Federal Government had no juris- 
diction over their iDusiness. 

On July 29, 1941, Government attorneys filed suit on behalf of the 
Department of Agriculture in the Federal District Court against these nine 
handlers/ The case was tried by Judge G. H. Nordbye of the Ü, S. District 
Coiirt on November 4. 21/ 

At the trial, attorneys for the handlers presented evidence to show 
that all of the milk purchased by the defendants was produced by dairy 
farmers residing in the State of Minnesota. This milk was delivered to 
plants of the handlers that were located in MinJiesota, where it was pas- 
teurized and bottled. The milk was then distributed by these handlers to 
Mnnesota consiamers or to stores and other outlets for resale to consumers 
in Minnesota. On the basis of these facts, which were not disputed by the 
Government, the attorneys for the handlers asked the court to rule that the 
Federal Government had no Jurisdiction over these particular handlers and 
to free them from any obligation to comply with Order 54* 

The Government attorneys argued that it was essential for the order 
to apply to intraState handlers to the extent that their distribution of 
milk was bound up with operations of other handlers whose business was 
clearly interstate in character. The Government contended that the inter- 
state character of the Duluth-Superior milk market had been demonstrated 
clearly at the first hearing. At that time it was shown that several 
handlers receive theirdilk supi^Lies from producers located in both Minn- 
esota and Wisconsin. Also, it was shown that substantial quantities of 
milk were moved by handlers between Duluth and Superior in the process of 
distributing milk to consiimers and to stores or other wholesale outlets. 

22/ united States v. Bay View Dairy Company, et al. 
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On April 15, 1942, Judge Nordbjre ruled in favor of the Government, 
He entered an order granting the motion for a sumiary judgment which had 
been asked for by the Government attorneys. This summary judgment direct- 
ed the defendant handlers to file with the Market Administrator all reports 
which were required under the order from the date on which it had been made 
effective. They were further required to pay all funds due and owing to 
the Market Administrator for the producer settlement fund, for expenses of 
administration and for marketing sear^ices. Judge Nordbye issued the final 
judgment on the case on May 18, 1942. 

Judge Nordbye*s decision v^s based on previous rulings of the U. S. 
Supreme Court, These rulings had established the fact that the Federal 
Government's power to regulate interstate commerce involves the necessity 
of regulating certain intrastate transactions which, if unregulated, would 
impede the proper regulation of interstate commerce. He cited a Supreme 
Goxirtnaing (February 2, 1942) in the case of the United States v, v/right- 
wood Dairy Company. In its decisions on that case the Supreme Court stated; 

. . . We conclude that the national power to regulate 
the price of milk moving interstate into the Chicago, Ill- 
inois, marketing area, extends to such control over intra- 
state transactions there as is necessary and appropriate to 
make the regulation of the interstate commerce effective, 
and that it includes authority to make like regulations for 
the marketing of intrastate milk whose sale and competition 
with the interstate milk affects its price structure so as 
in turn to affect adversely the Congressional regulation. 

We think it clear that Congress, by the provisions of 
Sec, 8c (1), conferred upon the Secretary authority to 
regulate the handling of intrastate products which by rea- 
son of its competition with the handling of the interstate 
milk so affects that commerce as substantially to interfere 
with its regulation by Congress; and that the statute so 
read is a constitutional exercise of the commerce power. 
Such was the view expressed in United States v. Rock Royal 
Cooperative, Inc., supra, 568, We adhere to that opinion 
now. 

Within a few months after Judge Nordbye's decision was issued, four 
of the nine handlers (Bay View IfeLÍry,Barnum Creamery, Pine Hill Dairy, and 
Zenith Creamery) paid all money owed to the Market Administrator and were 
in full compliance with the order. Two other liandlers (Quality and Service 
Milk, and Springdale Dairy) had paid part of their past obligations to the 
Market Administrator and had made satisfactory arrangements for payment of 
the balance. These two handlers had discontinued their business as inde- 
pendent dairies and affiliated with a new company called United Dairies which 
was establiahed by the Bridgeman-Russell Co. Central Dairy, another defen- 
dant handler, went out of business in October 1942 without having paid any 
of the money owing to the Market Administrator. This amounted to a little 
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more than f1,600. 

The two remaining violators (Duluth Milk Company and Lester River 
Dairy) continued operating as handlers, but refused to pay their obligations 
to the Market Administrator or to make satisfactory arrangement for such 
payment. In December 1942, Judge Joyce of the U. S. District Court, heard 
arguments presented by the Duluth Milk Company and by the Government attor- 
ney regarding the terms of settlement. The Judge allowed this company a 
9-month stay of execution of the court's previous judgment, providing they 
paid 1150 per month on their past obligations and the balance at the end of 
that period. This account was satisfactorily settled on the basis of the 
Judge's order. 

In May 1943, A. H. Anderson, owner of the Lester River Dairy, was 
ordered to appear before the U. S. District Court to show cause why he 
should not be adjudged in contempt of the court's judgment of May 18, 1942. 
After hearing Mr. Anderson's arguments claiming that he was xinable to re- 
main in business and pay his past obligations to the Market Administrator, 
Judge Nordbye ordered him to pay his account in full (a little more than 
#5,000) by July 1, 1943. On June 22, Mr. Anderson filed a motion with the 
court seeking a modification of the May 1943 order. Mr. Anderson contended 
that he needed a long time in which to reorganize his business and gradu- 
ally pay off his obligations. The l^rket Administrator contended that this 
was not necessary and that Lester River Dairy could raise the necessary 
funds through a bank loan. After hearing these arguments. Judge Nordbye 
denied the motion of Lester River Dairy, On August 7, 1943, Lester River 
Dairy submitted to the Market Administrator #5,536.14 in full satisfaction 
of its obligations. 

Since that time, there have been no violations of Order 54 necessi- 
tating court action. There have been occasional disagreements between 
handlers and the Market Administrator with respect to interpretations of 
particular provisions of the order, but none of these have involved what 
might be called willful violations of the order and they have all been 
settled as they arose on an administrative level. 

Marketing Sei*vices 

The order provides that handlers shall deduct an amount, not exceed- 
ing 3 cents per hundredweight (the exact amount to be determined by the 
Market Administrator), from payments for milk received at their plants from 
producers who are not members of cooperatives. These deductions are paid 
to the Market Administrator to be used by him to provide "market information 
to, and for verification of weights, sampling, and testing of miUk received 
from such producers." 

Since October 1941, deductions for marketing services, which the 
Market Administrator has required, have amoiinted to only 1 cent per hundred- 
weight. During 1949f this rate of deduction provided an income of about 
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#3,100. In accordance with the terms of the order, these funds are kept 
in a separate aocoimt from the fiinds which are used to meet the general 
expenses of administering the order. 

In order to provide marketing services to producers who are not mem- 
bers of cooperative associations, the Market Administrator maintains a 
laboratory equipped for the testing of samples of milk for butterfat content. 
Samples of milk of all nonmember producers are taken once each week at the 
handler's plant by the technician in charge and are brought to the labora- 
tory and tested for butterfat content. Samples of finished products of 
handlers are also tested each week. Records of the results of all tests 
are retained in the Market Administrator's files. The tests are later 
compared with those on handlers' reports of receipts and utilization of 
milk, and with those on producer payroll reports. Significant variations 
in the tests are brought to the attention of handlers, and frequently result in 
retesting or in having the handlers involved give special attention to the 
accuracy of future tests. 

Producers often bring samples of milk of their individual cows to 
the laboratory to hâve butterfat tests made. These are used by the pro- 
ducers to determine which cows should be retained in their herds or dis- 
posed of in their culling programs. The Market Administrator also collects 
and publishes statistics related to the marketing of milk. These statistics 
are mailed out each month to ail nonmember producers on the market. 

Administrative Expense 

u u JÍ^® order provides that the cost of administration shall be paid for 
by handlers. An amount not exceeding 4 cents per hundredweight with res- 
pect to all railk received is paid to the Market Administrator for each del- 
ivery pera od,^ Prior to January 1, 1950, the maximum assessment was 3 cents. 
In the case of a^cooperative association, the parent is made only on milk 
which is received at a plant operated by such association. 

; ^ From May 19a through September 1943, the >Jarket Administrator re- 
quired the maximum assessment of 3 cents per hundredweight in order to meet 
the expenses of administering the order. From October 1943 through May IQAS. 
he reauced the assessment to 2 cents per hundredweight. During pfrt of this 
period, the l^rketAdministrator^^^w^^^^ administer War F^od Order 

for WMS^'W. r? H f°^\' °''^'^^  °^ "^^' °^^^' ^^ fluid milk products) 
Z M w L  -^^^ ^ °^^^ "" hundredweight from handlers. The outlays of 
^^^^^''^^'''^ -^^^ ^-^'^^^^^ë^^  period, because he wL not 
able to^obtam the personnel required to keep up to date with his auditing 

work. From June 1948 to December, 1950, the asLsment fSadSn^^^^^^ 
expense was 3 cents per hundredweight. auiuxiistraiiive 

with an^coL^of ¿2?fe^??^^^?V - ^ ^P^^^^   the Market Administrator's office wiLn an income^ of #29,222,21. ¿bcpenses for the year were about #1.400 less 
than income. The main items of expense incurred during the years were- 
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Salaries and services, |22,922.53î travel, ^^1,009.22; and rent, #990. Ihe 
costs of operating the office of the market administrator increased inater- 
ially during 1950 because of higher costs of office supplies and equipment, 
rent, and wages of employees. Total income was less than expenses for the_ 
latter months of the year, which was cited as the reason for raising the 
maximum assessment from 3 to 4 cents on January 1, 1951. 22/ 

22/ See footnote 20, p. 49. 
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V. APPRAISAL OF ORDER OPERATION 

Federal regulation of milk marketing got its start during the critl- 
oal years of the general economic depression of the 1930»s. Although the 
order for the Duluth-Superior market was not issued until 1941, some of the 
conditions which brought the order into being were outgrowths of disruptions 
due to the depression. (See p. 13.) The greater part of the order's oper- 
ation in this market has been affected by the war and by conditions of post- 
war adjustment. The process of general price inflation which has taken 
place during almost the entire period has provided an additional test of the 
regulatory devices incorporated in the order. On the basis of the order's 
operation in the Duluth-Superior market up to this time, the discussion and 
analyses of the preceding parts provide a considerable basis for appraising 
its usefulness and limitations. Some of the accomplishments of the order 
are described and special aspects of the Federal program of milk regulation 
as it relates to this market are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Accomplishments of the Order 

^* Orderly marketing of milk bv f^pi^^r^..-firHaT. 54, established an 
orderly process by which farmers could sell their milk in the Duluth-Super- 
ior market. It achieved this primarily through the devices of a classified 
price plan and marketwide equalization. 

The extent of this accomplishment and its importance may be appre- 
ciated only by reference to conditions in the market prior to the Issuance 
of^the order. As shown in part I, the Duluth-Superior milk market was not 
a free competitive market. A few of the larger handlers controlled the 
major part of fluid milk sales and milk prices did not necessarily move in 
response to changes in the various elements of supply and demand. The 
market was torn by internal strife among handlers, and especially between 
one of the large producer organizations and the proprietary handlers, for 
shares of fluid sales. Moreover, this contention for shares of the fluid 
markeVarose out of basic differences among handlers in methods of payment 
for milk and in amounts of milk handled for various uses.       ^■f 

Prior to the^issuance of the order, the pricing of milk was primarily a 
reflection of conscious strategy by major handlers or of handler and pro- 
ducer ^groups seeking market control. The "price wars" and "price agree- 
ments" which developed out of this situation were becoming a costly burden 
upon farmers, handlers, and consumers. The order provided a plan whichr 
U; Equalized costs of milk among handlers with varying proportions of 
fluid mlk sales, (2) established minimum prices of milk for various uses, 
and p;^di3tributed the proceeds of sales among producers in a manner 
acceptable to them. This was a major achievement in this market. 
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to the establishment of a procedure for the orderly marketing of farmers' 
milk is the order's specific accomïxLishment of asswing a continuous 
market for such milk. Prior to the issuance of the order, proprietary 
handlers tried to buy only as much milk from inspected shippers as they 
needed for sales of fluid milk and cream. In some cases, certain pro- 
ducers would be arbitrarily cut off the market for temporary periods. An- 
other result of this practice was that the cooperative associations were 
required to handle a disproportionate share of sailk vdiich could not find a 
fluid market« This caused a financial loss to their members. 

Under the classified price plan» those handlers who were in a posi- 
tion to utilize milk in excess of the markets» fluid-use requirements were 
not disadvantaged financially in relation to other handlers »Ao were equip- 
ped only for the fflfio-keting of fluid milk and cream. The oilier, thwefore, 
provided the means by which all fanaersy whose operations were approved by 
the local health authorities, could participate in the Duluth-Superior 
market on an equal basis, 

3. Thft nricimr of milk in relation t,0 ChflnglM WBJiUWg tf gttPPto 
aàiLdaiiaaà,—The history of the order operation indicates that the pricing 
of milk under the order was more consciously related to supply and demand 
conditions than had been the case in the years inmediately prior to its 
issuance, 22/ Because the market, prior to the order, was not a free coBf 
petitive one, the strategies of the various elements in the market for a 
share of the fluid market played an important part in the pricing process. 
The prices paid to fanaers for their milk were at times depressed unduly 
because handlers (including the producers' associations in their capacity 
as handlers) were engaging in a retail "price war." The order eliminated 
this particular hazard to the farm price structure and, at the same time, 
removed one factor that helped to make It possible for handlers to indulge 
in such price %Árs, As long as handlers could not pay producers less than 
the '»^w^m«^l order prices, they would be forced to bear the full financial 
loss of selling milk below cost. 

In the negotiations between the jo-oducers» associations and proprie- 
tary handlers, the relative bar^dnlng strength of the two sides at a 
particular time did not always reflect accurately the underlying ôupply and 
danand conditions. Under the order, the public hearing required all parties 
to concentrate on the econ<aaic conditions relating to the supply and demand 
for milk in the market to provide the Department with a factual basis for 
establishing prices. In the absence of a free competitive market to aocom^ 
plish a similar purpose, this appears to have been a major accomplishment 
of Federal regulation, 

4. Grapttlon of > Publie Hearing Procedure.—The holding of public 
hearings to consider probleout of milk marketing and milk pricing has some 

g2/ See especially part III, i&ere price changes under the order are 
discussed in relation to evidence received at public hearings. 
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definite advantages over industry meetings and price bargaining conferences. 
The latter methods were used in the Duluth-Superlor market before the issu- 
ance of the order. Meetings among handlers to discuss marketing probleois 
do not alvays bring together all interested parties. Decisions are sraietimes 
iude, or courses of action decided upon, vàich are biased in favor of certain 
handlers or of certain types of handler operations. 

A similar defect is inherwit in tdie bargaining conferences between 
handler and producer groups. Some produeors are not represented and usually 
some handlers are not represented« too often» insufficient attention is 
given to factual information regarding supply and demand conditions in the 
market, especially when such oonfurences are held iinder conditions of ecsonomic 
stress that distract the parties from a careful appraised of such conditions. 

The use of industry meetings and price bargedning conferences as a 
basis for making decisions which apply to the market as a vdiole has the 
further defect that the genwral public is usually not permitted to be repre- 
sented, although many of the matters discussed, and the decisions taken, 
affect the interests of the consuming public. The public hearing procedure 
under the order provides an open forum for the discussion of all nilk 
marketing problems as well as an effective means of bringing together the 
necessary information for the det(M«ination of milk ja-ices. It is a means 
of lifting the veil of secrecy from such matters and enables all parties 
at interest to present evidence and discuss any problem covered by order 
operation. g4/ 

The value of the public hearing procedure has been «ihanced during 
the period of the operation of the Duluth-Superior order by new rules of 
procedure for the issuance of orders and amendments. Under these rules, a 
tentative decision is publicly issued by the Department, which shows fully 
the relationship of each element of the decision to the evidence in the 
hearing record. Interested parties are then given a period in which to 
file objections to any part of this tentative or recommended decision prior 
to a final decision by the Secretary. (See Appendix A.) 

.^  ^5.^ IaT»rt1a1 ndwínlntratlon of the ordar. In a number of markets, 
attempts have been made by organized handlers and producer groups to estab- 
lish a marketwide plan of milk marketing to solve the type of problems which 
beset the Duluth-Superior market prior to the order. 2¿r Apart from other 
defects of this type of agreement from a publlo-interest standpoint, it was 
very difficult for the industry to establish a means for the impartial 

"UJ "The price-making procedure is in B»st instances more democratic 
under public control than it was >jfaen prices were established by bargaining 
irtthin the industry." Leland Spencer, Impact of Marketing Agreements and 
Orders on the Marketing of Milk, Jour, of Farm Boon., Vol. XXXII, No. 4, 

_  25/ Some of these plans were set up by Dr. Clyde L. King as so-called 
arbitration agreements, which became well known in the early 1930»s. Dr. 
King, at that time, was a professor of marketing at the university of Penn- 
sylvania« 
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adiBlnistratlon of such laarketlng plans. The Daluth«*Superlor order^ as is 
the case with all Federal orders^ Is administered by a ^fetrket Administrator 
appointed by and responsible only to the Secretary of ágricult\ire. Thus a 
¡Beans is provided for the impartial administration of the terms of an order« 

To further insure the impartiality of administration, any handler in 
the market has the right of appeal to the Secretary of agriculture for a 
review of any part of an order or any decision of the Market Administrator 
that he feels is not in accordance with the lav« Handlers have a fturther 
right to appeal any action that they feel is discriminatory or otherwise 
illegal by bringing suit in a Federal District Court« The auditing of the 
books and records by employees of the Market Administrator gives furth« 
assurance to all handlers that none is permitted to take unfair advantage 
by paying producers less than the minimum order prices or by making inaccu- 
rate or incomplete reports to the Market Administrator« 

The first court tests lAdch determined the over^-all validity of the 
order itself, showed handlers that the order would be enforced with respect 
to every handler in the market« (See p« 51*) This, together with the 
impartial administration of the terms of the order, provides the necessary 
assurance tiiat the marketing price plan established in the order may be 
safely relicKÎ upon by a handler in the conduct of his business« 

Scope of Federal Milk Regulation 

As an aid to the understanding of the limitations of the Duluth- 
Superior order, it is desirable to review briefly the restricted scope of 
Federal milk regulation. Part of this st^as from the fact that Federal 
regulation of milk mwketing got its start during the depression period as 
a means of improving the economic well-being of dairy farmons« This was 
the objective of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, ^riiich in 1933 incorporated 
the first provisions for regulation, and it has been retained as the major 
objective of the Agricultural Maïketing Agreement Act of 1937, which currwt- 
ly provides the legislative authority for the issiiance of milk marketing 
orders« (See Appendix A») 

îttth this limited, although very important objective, the act does 
not authoriae the Secretary to regulate the enUre marketing process even 
within a given marketing area« In the Duluth-Superior area, the order has 
no direct control over the quality of the milk supply, provides no plan of 
marketing ffldlk from the milk distributor to the consumer, and does not regu- 
late the prices which such distributors may charge consumers, or stores, 
restauiants, and other establishments which resell milk to consmers« 
Further, the order ex«rôises no direct control over the physical moveoents 
of milk from the farm of the producer to the city pasteurizing plant nor 
does it direct the movement of milk among handlers (the classification and 
pricing structure established in the order does, however, affect these 
movements)« 
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Federal regulation of adlk ïoarketing in the Duluth-Superior area^ 
as in all fluid milk laarketgj introduces a idjiitaian of regulation coiomen-- 
surate with the protection of the interests of dairy farmers who supply 
lailk for the laarket. This regulation of a part of the marketing process 
retains a maximum of freedom of private enterprise (both individual and 
cooperative) and does not impair or interfere with local and State govern- 
ments in their responsibility for establishing qpaality and sanitary stand- 
ards for the production and handling of milk, inspecting dairy farms and 
milk plants, and testing milk to see that it meets.the required standards. 2^ 
Because Federal regulation is only partial regulation of the milk marketing 
process, two questions have been raised from time to time by economists and 
others: (1) Should an order be withdrawn after it has achieved marketing 
stability and the economic position of producers has improved?; (2) are the 
orders predicated on a producer bias which fails adequately to protect the 
interests of handlers or consiaaers? We cannot, of course, attempt general- 
ized answers to these questions on the IASíS of our st^ady of the Duluth- 
Superior order• This study does, however, indicate answers to these questions 
as far as they relate to this particular »^ 

The answer to the first question depends on whether the conditions 
in the Duluth--Superior market, with whi<Ä the order is concerned, are tJiem- 
selves of a transimit character. The fact that Federal milk marketing 
regulation got its start in the critical i^riod of the economic depression 
of the 1930 » s has encouraged an impression that the marketing problems 
dealt with are depression bom and that once a Federal order has **patched 
things up,« the market should be able to go along nicely without an order, 
at least until another depression» In the case of the Duluth-Superior 
market, however, the study indicates that this philosophy of regulation 
cannot be applied. The market was seriously disanipted by the depression 
but the basic marketing problems were aggravated rather than caused by it. 
(Seep. 13.) - 

The Duluth-Superior order was not made effective until 1941, long 
after the depression had run its c^     The market mechanisms introduced 
by the order were designed to solve problems lAich had beset this market 
prior to 1940 and which persisted after there had been a considerable 
measure of economic recovery. The classified price plan and the marketwide 
pooling system were based upon marketing arrangements already made by 
organized producers and handlers in some of the larger fluid milk markets 
and which were already spreading to other markets beset with similar problems. 
If the order were withdrawn from the Îîuluth-Superior market, it is very 
probable that the producers» organizations and the proprietary handlers 
would try to continue with marketing arrangements similar to those under the 

2§/ The Federal Government and a number of States have experimented 
with marketing regulations of a more comprehensive nature than the present 
Federal orders. The early Federal licenses and agreements established 
schedules of resale prices and elaborate codes of »fair trade,« or competi- 
tive practices to be observed by handlers. Several States still TOntrol 
resale prices for milk, (xream, and related pr^ 
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order. 22/ They would use at least some of the devices now incorporated 
in the order as a means of "regul&tlon" under some kind of industry- 
bargainlng arrangement or agreement« 

The choice^ from an economic standpoint^ is not iiâiether or not the 
marketing of milk in the Duluth-Superior area is to be regulated« It is 
rather one of whether it is to be regulated by the industry or by a Govern- 
ment agenc7f If the order were to be withdrawn, prices would be established 
by collective bar^d-ning instead of by the Secretary of Apiculture on the 
basis of a public hearing« Some kind of price classification and pooling 
procedures would be continued to avoid the recurrence of problems of unequal 
producer payments and disputes among h£uidlers over sharixig the costs of 
handling surpltis« Moreover, in the Duluth-Supu^ior market, where two large 
producer cooperatives are opei^ting, a serious problem would be faced in 
achieving imiformity of marketing plans for the market as a whole« Sven 
if both cooperatives were to reach an agreement with the major handlers 
in the market, there would always be the problem of exi^ending its terms to 
cover all handlers and nonmember producers« 28/ 

The second question i^ised by the order * s regulation of only a part 
of the marketing process is whether it adequately protects the interests 
of handlers and consumers in the Duluth-Superior market« This market is, 
of course, unusual in that there are two producer cooperative associations, 
both of which ope«ite as distributors €ind manufacturers« The relation of 
the order to the several types of handlers in the market is left for a 
separate discussion under the heading, ''Impact of the Order on Handlers,** 
p« 68« With respect to handlers as a whole, however, probably the most 
important points are that the order does not establish margins nor does it 
limit the number of producers or <K>ntrol the total supply of milk which 
they offer for sale in the Duluth-Superior market« Under these circumstances, 
it would appear unlikely that the order could operate in a discriminatory 
fashion against handlers as a whole« 

Conditions in the Duluth-Superior market during the period of the 
order's operation wotald seem to support this view« Although the total 
ntimber of handlers has declined, the remaining handlers have found the 
distributing business sufficiently profitable to invest the necessary addi- 
tional capital for the expeuxsion of their businesses and the market has never 
faced a shortage of distributive facilities« 

22/ The order could be terminated on the initiative of the Secretary 
or of producers in the market, or by the CJongress in repealing the basic 
legislation authorizing the carders« 

22/ The legal aspects of marketing plans growing out of collective 
bargaining have not been resolved by the courts« The Department of Jxistice 
has, in the District of Columbia, for example, prosecuted cooperative and 
handler officials for continuing with a marketing plan similar in its mechan- 
ics to one which was {»povided for in a Federal order which had been termina- 
ted« 

O—51- 
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Consumers in the IXiluth-Superior aarket hare evinoed little interest 
in the public hearings that have been held by the Department either prior 
to the issuance of the order or id.th respect to the several amendments to 
the order» IThis apathy of consumers majr be partly attributed to the fact 
that the establishment of prices at the consumer level is not involved at 
these hearings» There are, however, two other factors which have operated 
to protect the interest of consumers under the order. In the first place, 
since the order cannot restrict the total supply of milk, producer prices 
must be kept closely in line with supply and demand conditions in the mar- 
ket over any long-time period. This is in line with the interests of pro- 
ducers as well as consumers in the market, and the review of the Secretary's 
price determinations in part III has shown that this objective was rather 
consciously adhered to» In addition, the Duluth-Superior market has con- 
tinued to be a strongly competitive one at the resale end» Handlers have 
shown a strong tendency to go after additional customers using such devices 
as quantity discounts and limited price concessions to expand their sales. 

Perhaps the only important way in which consumers V interests may be 
affected by the order, under present circumstances, is in the relationship 
of the Class I to the surplus-use price» If the Class I price is unduly 
raised in relation to the suriJLtis-use price, consumers would have to pay 
a higher price for their milk, on tJae assumption that the increased cost 
of fluid milk would be passed on to them by handlers» 29/ In the preceding 
section, the relationship of these prices has been compared and no tend«acy 
toward widening the gap between these ti^ prices (on a proportionate basis) 
has been foimd during the period of the order's operation»  (See p» 40» ) 

under these circumstances, there has been little incentive for con- 
sumers to take a greatœ* part in the public hearings in this market» The 
situation is not, however, a static one» The almost complete elimination 
of producer-handlers who represented a highly competitive aspect of the 
distributive business and the decline in the number of other handlers may 
at a later time create a change in the situation» If, for example, the 
remaining handlers should exercise a greater control over the resale price 
structTore and should use this control to \uaduly widen their margins, it is 
likely that consumers would become more interested in the details of the 
milk regulatory process» This has been the case in acme other markets under 
Federal orders, even though the orders themselves did not actually establish 
prices at the resale level» 

Producer Organizations gnder the Order 

The two producer associations in the Duluth-Superior market have play- 
ed a vital part in connection with the order» As described in parts I and 
II, these associations were responsible for initiating Federal regulation in 

22/ See, for example, the opposition of the Consumers» Coimsel of the 
Department of Agriculture to the order aiiwidment of February 1, 1942, des- 
cribed in part III, p» 23» 
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thia market. Since that time, they have represented I«^;^«^».**^***?;^^^ 
on^prioes and on other matters pertaining t^ 
taken mach responsibiUty for initiating Improvements in the order. 

Under the order, pubUc hearings replÄced collective bargaining ^^ 
negotiations. The order does not, however, reduce the need for_cooperative 
associations to advance the interests of their members and of all^dairy 
faimers in the market. Their function of initiating changes^in the order 
and of representing producers at public hearings appears^to be jus* as 
important as their previous function in collective bargaining. 22/ 

The Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act provides that at least two- 
thirds of producers (by number or by volume of milk marketed) must approve 
the terms of an order, before the Secretary of Agriculture may make it 
effective. This requirement also applies to the issuance of any amendment 
to an order. In determining whether the required proportion of producers 
apBTOve or disapprove an order or an amendment, the act permits a coopera- 
tive association to vote on behalf of its entire membership. This creates 
certain problems in the Duluth-Superior market, where there are two pro- 
ducer cooperatives of almost equal size, both of which are engaged in the 
distribution of milk to stores and consumers in addition to functioning as 
bargaining agents for their members in selling milk to proprietary handlers 
and carrying out manufacturing operations. Specifically, these problems 
are related toî (1) The continuity of the order, and (2) competition of 
cooperatives for new producers. 

The joint support of the ArroiAead and the Twin Ports cooperatives 
is required to assure the continuous operation of the order in the Duluth- 
Superior market. Failure to achieve such joint support was responsible 
for a considerable delay in the adoption of the order in the first place. 
(Seep. 12.) The amendment of November 1, 1946, was approved by only one 
of the cooperatives/which indicates how precarious the continuity of the 
order may become, although in this case the necessary two-thirds approwl 
was indicated in the producer referendum. 2i/ Bach cooperative must of 

"■   22/ "Continuous vigor and initiative on the part of cooperatives are 
important to successfully operate and improve Federal milk marketing pro- 
grams. The cooperative must be alert in critically appraising and proposing 
desirable changes in pricing and related provisions. Bqperience in market- 
ing producers» milk, under «äianging économie conditions, clearly indicates 
that constant «amination and periodic changes in the pricing mechanism are 
necessary in most markets. The ability of cooperatives to initiate changes 
in the programs, as conditions require, largely determines the degree to 
îdiich the programs are dynamic and useful instruments." Edmond S. Harris 
and Irwin R. Hedges, Formula Pricing of Milk for Fluid use. Farm Credit 
Admin., Ü, S. Dept.Agr., Dec. 19^. 

2iU If the amendment had not received the required producer approval, 
the Secretary would have to suspend or terminate the order unless he found 
that the order without toe amendment could continue to carry out the pur- 
poses of the act. 
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necessity consider any change In the orders not only as It affects the 
position of producers as a i«iiole but also as it affects the position of 
the cooperative as a distributor of fluid milk and as a aanufacturer of 
milk products• 

The relation of the two cooperatives as competitors in the handling 
of milk, creates an Incentive for each of them to orgfiuiize new producers 
to ship milk to the Duluth-Superior market» The retention of voting str^agth 
is a matter of considerable importance« Neither association would be satis-- 
fled with a situation vdaere the other was able, by itself, to vote approval 
or disapproval of changes in the order« There is some danger that this 
competition for new producers may lead to an uneconomic expansion of the 
supply ajrea« The supply area was extend^ appreciably between 1947 and 
1949# as the two cooperatives accepted the membership of several smaller 
cooperatives that previously had been supplying manufacturing plants« (See 
p« 49«) For several years prior to 1947| the market had been chronically 
short of mUk for fluid requiremeats« However, the sharp increase in Class 
III usage (from 15«2 percent in 1948 to 27.0 percent in 1949) shows how 
easily the situation could change to cause an overexpansion of the supply 
area« (See p« 47«) 

The Order and Producer Returns 

The A^lcultural Marketing Agreement Act makes three policy refer- 
ences to the level of milk prices to be paid to producers under the orders« 
Section 2 declares that it is the policy of Congress— 

^Through the exercise of the powers conferred upon the 
Secretary of -^iculttare under this title, to establish 
and maintain such orderly marketing conditions for agri- 
cultural cormûodi ties in interstate commerce as will 
establish prices to farmers at a level that will give 
agrlcultiiral coiïmiodities a purchasing power with resp 
to articles that farmers bxay, equivalent to the purchas- 
ing power of agricultural commodities in the base 
period« . . «** 

The base period for milk, according to this section of the act, is 
to be August 1909-July 1914. However, this is modified by section 8e, which 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to use all or part of the period 
August 1919-July 1929 as a base period if he finds that the purchasing of 
milk for the earlier period cannot be ^tisfactorily determined from avail- 
able statistics« 

The above provisions relate to agricultuaral commodities other than 
milk, which are covered by the act« In paragraph 18 of section 8c, however, 
special policy conditions are laid down with respect to milk prices: 
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V /»The level of prices which it is declared to be 
the policy of Congress to establish in section 2 and 
section 8e shall, for the purposes of such agreement, 
order, or amendment, be such level as will reflect the 
price of feeds, the available supplies of feeds, and 
other economic conditions idiich affect market supply and 
demand, for milk or its products in the marketing area to 
which the contemplated marketing agreement, order, or 
amendment relates« « # • 

Whenever the Secretary finds, on the basis of the hearing evidence, 
that parity prices are not reasonable in view of these economic conditions, 
••he shall fix such prices as he finds will reflect such factors, insure a 
sufficient quantity of pure and wholesome milk, and be in the public 
interest ♦** A finding to this effect was made by the Secretary when the 
Duluth-Superior order was issued and has been made in connection with each 
amendment relating to prices. Thus the provisions of paragraph 18 of sec- 
tion 8c of the act have guided the Secretary in his price-making decisions 
with respect to the Duluth-Superior market* 

The changes iñ the average producer prices each year under the order 
and the corresponding indexes of purchasing power of milk sold at these 
prices are described in part IV» (See p, 39ff«) The actxaal effect of the 
order on produce:» returns cannot be judged with any degree of confidence 
because ye do not know what these returns would have been in the absence 
of an order« The problem of estimation Is especially complicated because 
of the unusual conditions of demand and supply which prevailed during the 
war and postwar period« Certain inferences may be drawn, however, from 
the nature of the order and the manner of its operation« 

The order, by itself, is not capable of affecting appreciably the 
total returns of producers in the Duluth-Superior market, over a long 
period of years, primarily because it contains no devices for controlling 
the supply of milk« Moreover, in this market, there do not appear to be 
any effective means outside the order for achieving such a result« In any 
case, restrictions upon supply due to local health regulations, cooperative 
policies in admitting new members, etc«, could affect the price of milk 
quite independently of whether or not the market is regulated by an order« 22/ 
The *new producer" clause, previously described, co\ild opcorate as a temporary 
discouragement to a new producer coming on the market but its affect would 
be so slight that it cannot be considered as a significant impediment at 
any time. During periods of milk shortage in the Duluth-Superior market. 

2¿/  In discusslüg the possible effects of FederauL and State milk mar- 
keting orders, Dr« Leland Spencer of Cornell University concedes that in the 
absence of "natural or man-made barriers against increased supplies'^ such 
orders can have little bearing upon long-run returns«*• « « in marketing areas 
such as Minneapolis and St« Pfetul, Chicago, and Des Moines, milk ¡arices could 
not be raised much above those obtainable by collective bargaining without 
attracting greatly Increased suppLies«* Leland Spencer, Impact of Marketing 
Agreemente and Orders on the Marketing of Milk, Jour« of Para Econ«, Vol« XXXII, 
No« 4, Part 2, p« 993. Nov« 1950. 
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handlers aotvía¡llj nxùliSle^ paying premltuwi to new produe^rs 
lAldb pat their vfBtwma  on a par vith regiilar producers fifom the irery begin- 
ning of their deliTeriea* (See p# 43 •) 

While the order nn have U^ upon the long-run 
returns of produoers as a whole in the Daluth-Superior market^ there are 
seyeral ways in which it affects Idxe retuzns of producers« The marketwide 
pool equalizes the retiJims of producers (with the exception of new producers 
wfaOji for a short period^ can be paid less than the uniform price}* The 
order affects j^ also ^ the seasonality of returns by providir^ for hi^er 
prices during the fall and winter ninths« These seasonal incentives can 
play an important part in adjusting supply and demand on a seasonal basis 
and are disciimsed more fully in foUoid^ paragraphs in considering the 
relation of the order to milk supplies/ Another way in idiich the order 
affects producer returns, is by proTiding for more gradual price changes 
than mi^t otherwise take place« The establislnnent of milk prices on a 
formula basis tends to make producer prices sensitire to even slight changes 
in the economic conditions lAidi affect the market value of milk« Periodic 
heetrings at i^ich evidence is received on all economic factors affecting 
the market for milk and the impartial review of such evidence help to assure 
that (Aanges in pricing fonaulas wHl be made in line with changes in actual 
conditions so that they will continue to keep milk prices in an approximate 
aUnement with such conditions« under conditions of severe economic stress, 
such as might be toougjit on ly a genezul economic crisis, the m€jrketing and 
price mecdianisms of the order might be expects to serve as a brake on 
short-term deterioration of producer prices« The order could not prevent 
a decline of producer prices, but it could avoid the extremely low prices 
which accompanied the chaotic marketing conditions that developed in this 
and other milk markets during the worst period of the economic depression 
of the thirties. 22/ 

The Order and the Supply of MÜk 

As described in preceding parts, several factors combined to make 
it difficult to maintain milk supplies in a close ralation to demand during 
the greater pcurt of the period in lÄich the order has operated« These in- 
cludedi (1) The adoption by the cities of Duluth and Superior of stricter 
standards for producers supplying fluid milk, (2) the requirement by these 
cities that all Mlk sold to consumers must be pasteurized, (3) the attract- 
iveness of wage scales in war industries to fa» operators and farm workers, 
(4) the increase in cost of milk production, and (5) the growth in demand 
for fluid milk and cream on ttie part of consxaners during the war and part 
of the postwar period« 

The decline in the number of producer-handlers and in handlers« own 

12/ Instances occurred, for example, in the Duluth-Superior market, 
where the price of milk was so low for some months that it failed to cover 
hauling and other charges for certain producers« 
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farm production placed a greater share of responsibility upon Producers 
for supplying the needs of the market. (In 1941, producers suppUed 83 
percent and in 1950, they supplied 97*8 percent of total market receipts.J 
This, combined with the increase in the demand for fluid milk and cream, 
resulted in a shortage of «regular" supplies during the faU and winter 
seasons of relatively low production. To make up the deficit, some handlers 
had to purchase additional supplies from sources outside the normal supiOy 
area. (See p. 470 During part of the war period, handler quotas on sales 
of milk, cream, and fluid milk products were established under Mar Food 
Order 79. These quotas were estabUshed in fluid milk markets throughout 
the countiy for the purpose of conserving milk and making it available for 
essential manufacturing uses. 

Because of the unusual conditions, it is difficult to appraise the 
effectiveness of the order in equating supply and demand. On the whole, 
the pricing provisions of the order have provided the incentive for a st«dy 
increase in production on the part of those producers who remained on the 
¡aarket. This was sufficient to compensate not only for the decline in pro- 
ducer numbers but also for the decrease in producer-handler and handlers» 
own-farm production. It was a conaoaon occurrence among fluid milk markets 
in all parts of the country that supplies from producers were not sufficient 
to completely satisfy the wirtime demand for fluid milk and cream» 

The order does not appear to have been an effective instrument for 
encouraging a more even production of milk throughout the year. The analysis 
of seasonality of production indicates that the paioduction of milk has be- 
come some^Aat more seasonal during the period of the order's operation. 
(See p* 46.) Some of the special conditions involved were also indicated 
in connection with the analysis, but this shortcoming of the order could 
have serious consequences in the market, where the extreme variation between 
spring and fall production constitutes a potential source of marketing in- 
stability, especially during a period of general economic depression. 

The attainment of more even prt>duction does not of course depend 
entirely upon the order. Educational work on the part of cooperatives and 
other ageaicies can play an important part in assisting producers to over- 
come the natural obstacles to getting a greater part of milk production 
during the fall and winter months. The evidence at hand, however, indicates 
that the pricing formulas under the order have not provided a sufficient 
incentive to producers to achieve a greater uniformity of production through- 
out the year. 

The adoption of the so-called Louisville lOan on January 1, 1951, re- 
presents the most serious effort to deal with this problem under the ordw» 
This plan shoxiid provide a greater financial incentive for dairy farmers to 
produce milk more evenly during the year. (See p» 36.) However, as farmers' 
practices change rather slowly, the success of the new plan in the Duluth- 
Superior market may depend on how long it is retained in the order aad the 
degree of support it receives in terms of co-ordinated educational effort 
by cooperatives and others. The importance of time and education is borne 
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out by testímoDy at the public hearing ^i^^       1950. In reply to a 
question as to whether he felt the LouiaviUe Plan would result in a Kiore 
uniform supply of milk, Raymond RusseU, representing the Russell Creamery 
Company, sfidds 

I think with education of the farmers, that it will. 
I think we as handlers and the coopei^tives need to do 
an awful lot of educational work with the farmers to do 
it . ♦ •• The farmers would get . • . $1.50 a hundred 
more* Well, I think if the farmers were educated to 
that, that we would really h^^ more of a tendency on 
their part to do it. . \ . ß^ must do/ a job of telling 
the farmer what the difference is/ yj 

D« H. Kellogg of the Twin Ports Association stressed the time element, 
stating: 

It is my opinion that it will take quite a number 
of years, several years, before we will begin to see any 
mrked results from this Louisville Plan. I think as 
time goes on, producers in this area will try to get 
their heifers bred in the early winter months so that 
they will freshen in the fall, and^:udually, as time 
goes on, that they in that way \d.ll bxiild up a fall 
freshening herd. . . . ¿5/ 

Impact of Order on Handlers 

The order has in various ways influenced the competitive relationship 
among handlers in the Duluth«-Superlorm^    Perhaps the most important 
effect of the order upon handlers has been brought about through equalization 
of payments on a marketwide basis« This has changed the relative costs of 
procuring supplies of milk among different handlers in the market in compar- 
ison with their procurement costs prior to the order. As between cooperative 
associations, operating as handlers, and proprietary handlers, the order has 
somewhat strengthened the position of the former. Another effect of the 
order, especially during the first few years of its operation, has been the 
encouragement which it gave to producer-distributors to cease operation as 
distributors and to market their milk through other handlers, including the 
cooperative associations. 

Prior to the adoption of the order, handlers purchased milk on a flat 
price basis and those with the l^st proportion of surplus milk above their 
fluid sales gained a competitive advantage over other handlers. This placed 
the cooperative associations at a disadvantage in competition with proprietary 
handlers, during the years immediately prior to the order, when there were 

2á/ Record of Duluth-Superior Hesiring, Nov. 29, 1950, p. 90 ff. 
25/ Record of Duluth-Superior Hearing, Nov. 29, 1950, p. 143. 
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abnormally large sorppluses of milk on the market. Their primary responsi- 
bility was to their m^ber producers and, in order to market all their milk, 
they had to manufacture a good part of it into surplus products so that the 
cost of their handler operations became abnormally high and they were able 
to return less money to their members• (See p. 12ffO 

The classified pricing provisions accompanied by the marketwide pool- 
ing plan under the order changed this situation* It put all handlers on 
the same cost basis in procuring supplies of milk for fluid distribution. 
This involyed a fundamental change in competitive relations among handlers 
and was undoubtedly a factor in the adjustments which took place during 
the years immediately following the adoption of the order. The number of 
proprietary handlers declined from 22 to 12 between June 194JL and June 1943# 
Several of the handlers who discontinued business had found that their costs 
of procuring supplies were higher because they could no longer benefit by 
not carrying a proportionate share of the surplus milk in the market* Part 
of the decline in numbers occurred when 4 handlers merged their operations 
to form a single company whose stock was owned by one of the large proprie- 
tary handlers in the market.  (Seep. 49ff*) 

These readjustments were undoubtedly hastened by the order, but they 
were also part of a long-nua trend toward concentration of the milk distri- 
bution business not only in the Duluth-Superior market but in other city 
markets throughout the country. There is eveiy reason to believe that, 
even without the order, when the amount of siarplus milk on the market was 
reduced and the bargaining position of cooperatives was strengthened to 
the point where all handlers had to pay the same price for milk for fluid 
and surplus uses, some handlers would have been forced to drop out of the 
market or to merge their operations. In view of the war situation, it is 
imlikely that the order precipitated these adjustments by more than a few 
years. 

Although the classified price plan and marketwide equalization were 
essential to remedy a basically unstable competitive situation in the 
Duluth-Superior market, these devices also had the effect of reducir^ one 
incentive to efficiency in the procurement of milk supplies. When a handler 
pxirchased his supplies on a flat price basis, he had a strong incentive to 
keep his proportion of surplus, above his fluid milk sales, to a minimum. 2è/ 
This was especially the case of small handlers who produced a good proportion 
of their own milk supplies and bought additional supplies from a few other 
producers who w^re more efficient than the average producer from the stand- 
point of producing a relatively even supply throughout the year. This type 
of small handler was apt to rely on this kind of efficiency to maintain his 
operations in competition with larger handlers. Whatever disadvantage may 
result in this respect from marketwide equalissation, however, appears to 

36/ This incentive is not lost entirely under marketwide pooling, 
especially in the case of those handlers who do not have facilities for pro- 
cessing surplus milk, but such handlers must pay the Class I price (instead 
of a presumably lower j^at price) for all milk used in fluid distribution. 
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have been iQore than compensated 1:^ its oorreotlon of the broadar problem of 
properly apportioning the neoessarjr cost of oarrying the market's surplus 
miUc« The major problem of surplus handling was oaiised by the fact that 
many handlers did not take the responsibility for accepting the full annual 
supply of a^qr particular group of producers. These handlers purchased only 
enough ndlk f or their fluid requirements and left the cooperatives with the 
problem of processing the surplus. 

The cooperative associations were the chief gainers from equalization. 
The order removed a clearly unfair situation \Aere these xisers were forced 
to aanufacttu:e a disproportionate share of surplus over their fluid milk 
sales. In doing this, however, the order removed some of the incentive to 
competition for nuid milk sales. As long as all handlers had to pay a 
Class I price for milk sold for fluid use, it was not as important for each 
distributor to compete as intensely as before for a share of such sales. 

In this connection, the relationship of the fluid (Class I) jarice to 
the surplus (now Glass II) price is an important factor in the competitive 
situation in the market, A relatively high Class I price in relation to 
the Class II price operates to the disadvantage of those handlers whose 
operations are almost entirely in the distribution of fluid milk and cream. 
Conversely, it puts the handlers who manufacttire most of the milk products 
in the market in a stronger position. In the preceding part, the prices 
of milk used for fluid milk and for manufacturing, from 1942 throu^ 1950, 
are compared. During this period there appears to have been no tendency 
to widen the differential between the fluid milk and manufacturing milk 
prices in percentage terms, although the absolute dollars-and-cents differ- 
ence between the two prices has substantially increased. (See p. 40.) 

The virtual disappearance of producer-handlers as an important ccan- 
petitive factor in the Duluth-Superior market has been rather a spectacular 
development during the period of the order. During the first few years of 
the order's operation from 1941 to 1945, when the number of producer handlers 
declined frœn 109 to 32, the order undoubtedly played a part. It did this 
by creating a stable and continuous market for producers which encouraged 
many producer-handlers to discontinue the distribution of milk and to market 
their milk through the cooperative associations. Inasmuch as these producer- 
handlers were not regulated by the order, they were not in any sense "driven 
out of business» through the order's operation. During this period, the 
opening of opportunities for employment in war industries was also an incen- 
tive, especially to some of the smaller producer-handlers, to discontinue 
their operations as distributors. The decline in the number of producer- 
handlers after 1945 (from 32 to 5) must be attributed primarily to the 
changed health requirements in the market, particularly the requirement 
that all milk distributed must be pasteurized. 

The Order in Wartime 

^    +K ^^W^'rld^M»!^ II, it was found necessary^^ to supplement the order 
in the Duluth-Superior area with a number of special orders and subsidy 
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programs designed to further the war effort. These were part of a national 
program for the conservation of manpower and critical materials in the 
distribution of fluid milk and related products, the conservation of milk 
and butterfat, and the provision of extra financial incentives for the 
production of mllk> The operation and enforcement of these wartjjne pro- 
grams were facilitated, in the Duluth-Superior market, by the fact that 
the order had already achieved relatively stable conditions of milk market- 
ing. The availability of reports from handlers as reqxiired by the order 
and the experience of handlers in the record keeping necessary for making 
these reports were factors promoting c<Mûplianoe with the provisions of 
these various programs« The Market Administrator was able to perform valu- 
able services in interpreting the provisions euad in supplying information 
to hiindlers relating to the programs* 

The Market Administrator was appointed to administer War Food Order 
79 (establishing sales quotas on fluid milk, cream and byproducts) as it 
applied to the Culuth-Superior market« The expense of administering Max 
Food OjTder 79 was undoubtedly reduced because of the fact that the office 
and facilities for administering the order already existed in this market* 
It is probable also that the efficiency of its administration was enhanced 
by the experience which the Market Administrator had already developed 
with handlers IQ the market. 



APPENDIX A 

BACKGROUND OF FEDERAL MILK REGULATION 

Legislative History 

Federal regulation of milk marketing began In 1933 with the passage 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. This was emergency legislation passed 
by Congress to deal with the agricultural phase of the great economic de- 
pression. The primary objective of the act, of which the provision for 
regulation of milk marketing was but a part, was the relief of »the existing 
national economic emergency by increasing agricultural purchasing power. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act provided that the Secretary of 
Agriculture, in his efforts to carry out this objective, would have power 
"to enter into marketing agreements with processors, associations of pro- 
ducers, and others engaged in the handling, in the current of interstate  ^ 
or foreign commerce, of any agricultural commodity or product thereof ... . 
In addition, the act permitted the Secretary to issue licenses to eliminate 
unfair marketing practices or charges. The act, as passed by Congress in 
1933, did not specify any of the terms or conditions that migjit be included 
in a marketing agreement or in a licei»e. The provisions actually incor- 
porated in the early marketing agreements and licenses were based largely 
on the marketing practices which had already been established throu^ 
collective bargaining, between dairy farmer cooperatives and milk distri- 
butors. In some of the larger city markets. 

The act gave discretionary power to the SecretÄPy of Agriculture as 
to whether to enter into marketing agreements or to issue licenses or to do 
both in regulating the marketing of milk in any area. In the begiiming, 
emphasis was placed by the Secretary on marketing agreements with farmer 
cooperatives and milk distributors, until January 1934-» these early agree- 
ments la-ovlded for price fixing, at consumer and producer levels, and bore 
considerable similarity to the NRA codes which were at that time being 
set up in various Industries, In January 1934, the Department of Agricul- 
ture announced a broad change in dairy policy. This change involved the 
abandonment of resale price fixing and of the marketing agreement phase of 
its regulatory programs. 

On A\igust 24, 1935, the Agricultural Adjustment Act was amended 
"with a view to Insure its constitutionality and to strengthen, clarify, 
and simplify the legislative bases of the adjustment program." 22/ This 
amendment was due in part to the Supreme Court decision, rendered the 
previous May, in the lOÏA-Schechter Poxiltry Case. The decision had throwi 
considerable doubt on the constitutionality of many phases of the Agricxil- 
tural Adjustment Act. The 1935 amendment sought to strengthen the market- 
ing regulation part of the act. It prescribed the use of marketing 

22/ Report of the Agricultural Adjustment Administrators 1937-3Ö, 

13. 
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agreemaiíts and oarders, in place of lic«Mt©a, and prorided a definite paro- 
oedure by wMch the Seoretiur7 0oijld enter i^  agreements and iasue orders« 
It provided that orders could, under certain conditions, be issued by the 
Secretary without an agreement. It also prescribed the tearms which cotdd 
be incorporated in orders, and it specifiÄlly liinited their application. 

In order to clarify further the le^ status of regulatory progiwas 
for milk and other farm products, Cîongress passed the Agricultural Market- 
ing Agreement Act of 1937. This act reenacted, amended, and supplemented 
the marketing agreement provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as 
amended in 1935• Its major provisions, particularly as related to the 
terms which could be incorporate in agireements and orders, were much the 
same as those provided in the 1935 amendment. 

Objectives of Regulation 

Vtoen Federal milk marketing regulation was started in 1933, it was 
thou^t that it might be used to raise prices as an alternative approach 
to the adjustment features of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Gradually, 
a different concept was developed of the role which could be played by 
such regulation. The emphasis began to shift to stability in milk market- 
ing. Kilo Perkins, the Associate Administrator of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Administration, in a 1939 report to the Se»etary, emphasized some of 
the limitations of regulation from the standpoint of incr^sing returns to 
dairy f aimers. He wrote s 

•Over a longer period of time, because of freedom 
in ^st markets of entry into the mUk-producing business, 
and becauee of the lack of differentiation of the product 
of indirLdual producers, probably no income advantage can 
be secured to milk producers other tl^tn that attributable 
to the development of stabilized conditions in the market, 
to décris es in the risks involved in milk production, or 
to other similar factors.* 

The Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 calls for the 
achievement of parity priceg and stable marketing conditions. The act re- 
lated these two objectives px its declaration of policys 

^   "It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress - 
(1) Through the exercise of the powers conferred upon the 
Secretary of Agriculture under this title, to establish 
and maintain such orderly marketing conditions for agricul- 
tural comnK>dities in interstate commerce as will establish 
prices to farmers at a level that will give agricultural 
commodities a purchasing power with respect to articles 
that farmers buy, equivalent to the purchasing power of 
agricultural commodities in the base period ...." 
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The act requires that mindjmjm prices to be paid farmers for milk 
ffiust be established at levels lAioh will r^soiiably reflect economic 
conditions affecting the supply and demand for milk (such as the price 
and availability of feeds), and win assure an adequate supply of milk 
for the market. 

The changes in general administrative policy with respect to the 
Issuance and operation of milk marketing orders, under changing economic 
conditions, were described recently by H. L. Forest, Deputy Director of 
the Dairy Branch* In a talk before a convention of the Association of 
Agricultural Workers at Biloxi, Miss*, on February 11, 1950, he stated: 

«From 193A to 1937 the underlying philosoptxy in 
the issuance of these Barketing agreements and orders 
was to get the price of milk up •••• Regulatory pro- 
visions were instituted for the purpose of raising 
prices to fMTners during periods of surplus even^^^^t^^ 
it was evident that increased prices might at the same 
time further intensify the sxirplus problem. Considera- 
tion could not be given to this matter, however, be- 
caiuse of the insistent need for helping to reestablish 
the farmers^ standard of living. We were dealing with 
an emergency and using emergency means for doing it. 
At that point the principles employed were not devoted 
to aligning the forces of supply and demand. 

**By 1940 it had become evident that a program of 
increasing milk prices in any market already ov^rsup- 
pUed with mUk could not continue indefinitely. 
Measxares more consistent with long-run conditions were 
becoming increasingly necessary. Snergency measures 
were no longer adequate if this regulatory program was 
to continue. Attempts were being made to apply more 
realistically the standards of price fixing set forth 
in the act. In essence, these standards said that 
prices shotild be fixed at leváis ^daich would result 
in a reasonable adjustment of supply and sales in the 
market. Our attention became centered on the problem 
of fix1.ng prices \Aich would tend toward equating 
supply and demand in markets under regulation.* 

Provisions of Federal Orders 

A oœ*t8uLn amount of discretion is permitted the Secretary of Agri- 
culture under the Agxdcultural Marketing Agreement Act as to the specific 
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terms to be included In milk marketing orders, ¿â^ The structures of the 
orders currently regulating the marketing of fluid milk in alaaost 4.0 city- 
markets in the United States are basically quite similar. The important 
terms common to most of the orders are described below: 

Définitiçn^. —»Three important terms defined in the orders are "mar- 
keting area, " "Jaandler, " and "producer, •» The definitions of the marketing 
area and of the term "handler," determine the applicability of the regula- 
tions established in the order. It is also necessary to include a dear 
understanding as to which dairy farmers in the vicinity of the market are 
to receive payments and senrices as prescribed in the order. This is 
achieved in the definition of the term "producer.* 

Classification of »i|l,]^.—AIT of the milk sold by handlers subject 
to the order is classified according to the purpose for idxich it is used. 
The two or more use classes established in the orders are designed to 
segregate the milk according to its value to the handlar. They provide 
the basis for the classified price plan common to all the orders, 

I'ünimum class prioeg—^Tha orders provide for minimum prices (or 
methods of computing minimum prices) to be paid by handlers for milk of 
standard butterfat test disposed of in each use classification. This 
price is usually f.o.b. the market but it may be established f.o.b. a 
specified distance from the market. Price differentials are provided 
for milk containing more or less butterfat than the standard. Location 
differentials are usually provided where part of the milk supply is re- 
ceived at country stations. 

Payments to producaya,—Fivlowil orders provide two methods v&ereby 
the value of milk loay be prorated among individual producers. These are 
the marketwide pool and the individual-handler pool. Under a marketwide 
pool, all producers are paid a uniform price on the basis of the utiliza- 
tion of milk by all handlers in the market. Under the individual-handler 
pool, all producers delivering milk to the same handler are paid a uniform 
^ice based on this handler's utilization. Under both methods of pooling, 
the uniform price applies to milk of a specified butterfat content. It is 
subject to adjustments for variation in butterfat test and may be subject 
to location differentials. 

\. ^ yetj.ng stry^gp fçr HrçdBQWg.—orders may provide for deductions 
to be made by the Market Administrator from payments to producers to permit 
him to supply them with market information and to verify weights, sambas, 

,  ^, 2â/ Under the act, the Secretary may enter into an agreement wl€h 
handlers, providing they handle at least 50 percent of the milk in the 
marketing area. Even when such an agreement is signed, it has been neces- 
sary, in the case of fluid milk markets, for the Secretary to issue an 
order to enforce its tenas on those handlers who have not signed the agree- 
ment. Essentially, the Secretary's power to.regulate fluid milk marketing 
is embodied In his authority to issue orders. ^^ luiUAeoiog 
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and tests of milk. Where such services are performed for its m^bers by a 
producers' cooperative association, these deductions are not made by the 
Market Administrator* 

Expense of ia^n^j,n^;íp trat ion.—Bach of the orders is administered by a 
person, called a Market Administrator, who is selected by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The expenses of admdüistration are borne by handlers in the 
market throtigh a charge made by the Market Administrator tesed on the 
amount of milk handled. 

Reports of handlers^~The orders provide for regular reports to be 
sutanitted by handlers to the Market Administrator. These reports, together 
\d.th the authority of the Market Administrator to examine the books and 
records of handlers, provide the basis for administration of the orders. 
On the basis of these reports and the examination of the books and records, 
violations are reported and, when necessary, court action is instituted to 
bring handlers into compliance. 

Formulation and Issiaanee of Orders 

ThQ Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 requires that a 
public hearing must be called by the Secretary, after due notice, prior to 
the issuance of a marketing order. It requires also that an order shall 
not be issued unless it has been determined by the Secretary that the 
issuance of the order is favored by at least two-thirds of the producers 
(by number or by volume of milk marketed) supplying the market which is to 
be regulated by the order. These requirements of the act have been supple- 
mented by specific rules of procedure. The steps now required for the 
development and issuance of a milk marketing order are summarized in the 
follo;ri.ng pai^graphsî 

ßtep$ preliminary to the hearing.—Action on an order is usually 
initiated by a coopéraitive association of milk producers. The cooperative 
association submits a petition to the Secretary of Agricultiare requesting 
a hearing on a proiX)sed order. A draft of the proposal usually accompanies 
the petition. The Secretary, upon receipt of the petition and the producers* 
proposed order, may direct that an investigation be made of conditions in 
the market and of the facts set forth in the petition to determine whether 
a hearing should be called. If it is decided to proceed, a notice is issued 
setting forth the time and place of the public hearing on the proposed order. 

The public hearing.—The public hearing is presided over by a hearing 
officer appointed by the Secretary. At this hearing all interested parties. 
Including producers, milk handlers, and consumers, are given an opportunity 
to present testimony relating tot  (1) The interstate aspects of the commerce 
in milk in the marketing area, (2) the need or desirability for an order, 
and (3) the specific terms which should be incorporated in any order which 
might be issued. Following the taking of oral testimony, a time is allowed 
for the filing of briefs based on the record. 
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The recoiBDiended decision,^-Based on the testimony presented at the 
hearing, a reooamended decision is made by the Assistant Administrator of 
the Production and Marketing Administ»tion. This recommended decision 
comprises a traitative order and imücates the basis in the hearing record 
for its issuance* A stated period of time, up to 20 days, is allowed for 
interested parties to examine the recommended decision and to file excep- 
tions to any part of it. 

The f-^^] deeiaion.—Thft exceptions filed to the recoimended decision 
are considered and changes in the tentative order are made if they are deem- 
ed necessary or desirable. The final decision is then issued by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. The order in its final form becomes effective, at a 
date specified by the Seoretsay, if he finds that such order is approved 
by at least two-thirds of the producers (by number or by volume of milk 
marketed in the area). If the order provides for an individual-handler 
pool, it must be approved by three-fourths instead of two-thirds of the 
producers. Producer approval is usually detenained through a referendum. 
In such a referendum, a co-operative association which meets certain re- 
quirements of the act is peimLtted to vote for its members. 

Amendment, Suspension, emd Termination of Orders 

Orders usually are amended in the same manner as the original orders 
are developed and issued. Where evidence in the h^sirlng record indicates 
that the time involved in issuing a recommended decision would cause too 
great a delay in adjusting the order to meet the needs of the market, this 
preliminary step may be omitted. To cope with emergency situations, the 
Secretary is auüiorized under the act to suspend an order or any lÄ'ovision 
of an order. An order may be terminated by the Secretary if he finds it 
is no longer carrying out the purposes of the act. The act requires that 
an order must be teindnated at the request of a majority of producers in 
the market, provided that such majority is found to produce more than 50 
percent of the milk for the market. 



APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  CURRENT   ORDER 

Presented below, in outline form, is a siiimnary of the aain provisions 
of Order 54, in its present fom,  (as of May 1951)/^Technical accura^^^ 
necessarily been sacSfied in the interest of brevity and simplicity.    Should 
the reader^wish to ïDake a careful study of the order, the complete text 
should be consulted• 

Definitions 

Marketing Area; 

Mjjjnggo^ - Cities of Duluth and Cloquet. 

Wisconsin - City of Superior. 

Handler; 

Person who disposes of milk for consumption as fluid milk in the 
laarketing area* 

EEodüSgr: 

Person who, under certification of health authorities, produces 
milk that is received at a handler's plant from which milk is 
disposed of as milk in the Hiarketing area* 

Classification of Milk 

Use <ü^sseai 

Glass I - Fluid milk, skim milk, buttermilk, flavored milk, and 
flavored 3îdlk drinks, cream and cream mixtures for 
fluid consumption, and unaccoimted-for milk. 

Class II - All milk other than Class I and shrinkage up to 2 per- 
cent of total receipts. 

Interhandler transfers: 

Milk, skim milk, or cream disposed of by a handler to another 
handler is Class I, except that it may be classified otherwise if 
verification by Market Administrator shows that it was not utilized 
as Class I, provided that the receiving handler is not a producer- 
handler. 
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Milk, skim milk, or (aream received by a handler from a producer- 
handler is considered COäSS II, If used as Class I, receiving 
handler must pay the pool the difference between the Class I 
and Class II prices« 

Outside purchases: 

"Btaergency milk" (milk from outside sources received under a 
permit from health authorities) is deducted on a pro rata basis 
from each class. 

Other outside milk is deducted from the class in which it is 
used, but receiving handler must pay the difference between the 
Class I and Class II prices if used in Class I, This payment 
need not be made on outside milk or cream used in Class I to 
the extent that producer milk was not available for such use. 

Milk or skim milk disposed of by a handler to a nonhandler is 
classified as Class I milk, if the nonhandler disposes of milk 
for consumption as fluid milk. Otherwise such milk is classified 
as Class II milk. 

Cream disposed of by a handler to a nonhandler is classified as 
Class I, if the nonhandler disposes of any cream for consumption 
as cream. Otherwise it is classified as Class II, 

Method of accounting for milk; 

Weights of skim milk and butterfat are accounted for separately. 
Upon comixLetion of classification the butterfat test of each 
class is determined. 

Minimum Prices 

Class Prierai 

Class prices are established for milk testing 3.5 percent butter- 
fat f.o.b. the market. The minimum prices required to be raid 
for milk by handlers are: ^ 

Class I - Class II price plus $1 for the months of May through 
August; Class III price plus #1.15 for all other 
months. 

Class II - Price per pound of 9a-score butter at Chicago from the 
25th of the second preceding month through the 24.th of 
the preceding month, times 3.5, times 1,25, plus 7/10 
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cent for each l/lO cent that the price per pound of 
nonfat dry milk solids (average f*o*b. gross factory 
price reported by the American Dry Milk Institute) 
is above 7 cents* 

Butterfat differential; 

For each l/lO of 1 percent variation from 3.5  percent butterfat 
a differential in the prices paid by handlers is made* This 
differential is the price per pound of Chicago 92-30ore butter, 
times 1.25r divided by lOt 

Outside 

Milk sold outside the marketing area is priced the same as milk 
sold in the marketing area* 

Producer Payments 

Producers* returns are computed each month on a maurfcetwide p(K>l 
plan. Under this plan all producers receive the same return for 
3*5 percent milk, regardless of the utilization of milk by 
individual handlers* A "new producer^ clause is provided, whereby 
new producers receive the Class II price for their milk for a 
period beginning with the date of his first delivery and Including 
two full calendar months following such first delivery* 

Cta milk received from producers during May, June, and July, 8 per- 
cent of the pool value is deducted. The fund established by these 
deductions is held by the Meo-ket Administrator until payments are 
made for milk delivered during the following October, November, 
Éind December. The fund is then divided into three equal parts 
and included in the uniform price computation for each of these 
months. 

Butterfat differentials 

For each l/lO of 1 percent variation from 3e5 percent butterfat 
in the test of a producer's milk, a differential is made in the 
uniform price tódch he receives. This differential is the price 
per pound of Chicago 92-score butter, times 1.25, divided by 10* 

Other Provisions 

Pr9d^C9r-^dj,^rs; 

Handlers who distribute only milk of their own production are 
exempt from regulatory provisions* Reports may be required by 
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the Market Administrator« 

Handlers pay administrative costs not to exceed 4 cents per hundred- 
weight» 

Special nroduoer provisions î 

Deductions, as authorized by members, are turned over to the cooper- 
ative associations. 

A marketing service charge not to exceed 3 cents per hundredweight 
is deducted for nonmemberSo 

Market advisory ccanmitteg: 

Representatives of producers, handlers, and consumers may certify 
to the Secretary of Agriculture the selection of three individuals 
by each group for membership on a market advisory committee. This 
committee may make recommendations to the Secretary regarding amend- 
ments to the order. 22/ 

22/ S^ch a committee has not berâ established (as of May 1951). 



APPENDIX C 

CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF FEDERAL REGULATION IN DULÜTH-SUPERIOR MARKET 

Feb. 3    Notice of hearing on proposedmarketing agreement and order 
issued by Secretary Wickard, 

Feb. 20   Hearing held in Duluth, 

Apr. 30 

May 5 

May 7 

Nov. U 

Nov.. 26 

12aâ 

Jan. 19 

Jan. 28 

Feb. 1 

Oct. 8 

mi 

Apr. 16    Marketing agreement tentatively approved by Acting Secretary 
Appleby, Order issued directing a refer^idum among producers 
to ascertain their apia:*oval of order. 

Apr* 20   August 1919 - July 1929, proclaimed by Secretary Wickard as 
base period for computation of parity prices. 

Order 54 (and marketing agreement) issued by Secretaiy Wickard. 

Effective date of Order 54 (and agreement). 

Designation by Secretary Widcard of E. H. McGuire as Market 
Administrator. 

Notice of hearing on proposed amendment to Order 54 issued 
by Robert H. Shields, Assistant to the Secretary. 

Hearing held in Duluth. 

Marketing agreement tentatively approved by Secretary Wickard« 
Order issued directing a referend\;im among producers to ascer- 
tain their approval of amended order. 

Amendment to Ord^r 54 issued by Acting Secretary Appleby. 

Effective date of amendment to Order 54 (and agre^aent). 

Designation by ThomaaJ. Flavin, Assistant to the Secretary, 
of J. G. Herlest as Acting Market Administrator« 

Oct. 27    Desigcation by Thomas J. Flavin, Assistant to the Secretary, 
of 0. F. Kirkendall as Market Administrator. 

May 22    Notice of hearing on •emergency price" amendment to all orders 
then in effect issued by J. W. Tapp, Acting WSar Food Administra- 
tor. 



May 25    Notice of hearing on proposed amendment to Order 54 issued 
by J* W. Tapp, Acting War Food Administrator. 

May 28    Hearing held in Washington, D. C, on **emergency price** 
amendment to all orders. 

June 4    Hearing held in Duluth (in accordance with May 25 notice). 

June 4    Report issued by C. W. Kitchen, Acting Director of Food 
Distribution, on proposed "emergency price" amenciaent. 

June 12    "Eraergency price" amendment issued by Chester C, Davis, 
War Food Administrator. 

June 21    Effective date of "emergency price" amendment to Order 54» 

June 29   Marketing agreement (based on June 4 hearing) tentatively 
approved by Jesse W. Tapp, Acting War Food Adiidnistrator. 
Order issued directing that a referendum be held among 
paroducers to ascertain their approval of amending the order. 

Amendment issued to Order 54 by îfarvin Jones, Acting War 
Food Administrator. 

Effective date of amendment to Order 54 (and of marketing 
agreement). 

July 16 

July 20 

m^. 
Jan. 2$ 

Feb.  12 

June 12 

Notice of hearing on proposed amendment to Order 54 issued 
by S. P. Peyton, Acting Assistant Administrator, Production 
and I&rketing Administration. 

Hearing held in Duluth. 

Order issued by M.E. Dodd, Acting Secretary of Agriculture, 
suspending certain provisions. 

Sept. 6   Marketing agreement (based on February 12 hearing) tentatively 
approved by Charles F, Brannan, Acting Secretary of Agriculture. 
Order issued directing that a referendum be held among produc- 
ers to ascertain their approval of an amendment to Order 54. 

Oct. 18   Amendment issued to Order 54 by N. E. Dodd, Acting Secretary. 

Nov. 1    Effective date of amendment to Order 54 (and of marketing 
agreement). 
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1242 

194Ö 

Sept, , 27 

1949 

Jan. 26 

July 18 Notice of hearing on a ^^ claims limitation" amendment to all 
orders issued by S. A» Meyer, Assistant Administrator, Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, 

July 30    Hearing held at Washington, D. C, on "claims limitation*^ 
amendment. 

Recommended decision issued by F. R» Burke, Acting Assistant 
Administrator, Production and Marketing Administration, on 
**claims limitation" amendment. 

Final decision on ^*claims limitation" amendment issued by 
Secretary Erannan. 

Feb, 18    ^*Glaims limitation" amendment to Order 54 and to other orders 
issued by A. J. Lcveland, Acting Secretary. 

Effective date of "claims limitation" amendment. 

I^otice of heai'ing on proposed aniendment to Order 54 issued 
by S. R. Newell, Acting Assistant Administrator, Production 
and Marketing Administration. 

Hearing held in Duluth. 

Final decision on amendment to Order 54 issued by Secretary 
Brannan. 

Amendment to Order 54 issued by Secretary Brannan. 

Effective date of amendment to Order 54, 

Notice of hearing on proposed amendment to Order 54 issued 
by Roy W. Lennartson, Acting Assistant Administrator, Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, 

Hiring held in Duluth. 

Final decision on amendment to Order 54 issued by Secretary 
Brannan. 

Amendment to Order 54 issued by Secretary Brannan. 

Effective date of amendment to Order 54. 

Feb. 22 

^íar. 22 

^er.. 30 

Apr. 15 

Apr, 27 

May 1 

1950. 

Nov. 9 

Nov. 29 

DeCo 28 

Dec. 29 

12^1 

Jan. 1 



APPENDIX D 

STATISTICAL DATA RELATING TO THE DULUTH-SUPERIOR 
MARKET 

Table ÍO.~Recelipts of jnilk from producers, Duluth-Superior marketing 
area, ifay 1941-December 1950 1/ 

Year and : Producers : Own farms of : Producer-  : All 
month :   2/ : handlers 2/ : handlers 3/ ; Droducers 

?..0Q9 ppunds 1,900 pounds 1,900 pounds 1,990 pound? 
19A1 
May 5-31 7,372 240 1,093 8,705 
June 8,141 245 1,141 9,527 
July 7,512 249 1,068 8,829 
August 6,4.35 268 987 7,690 
September 5,282 221 1,025 6,528 
October 4,978 200 940 6,118 
November 4,316 202 925 5,443 
December 4.659 208 918 5.785 
Total ¿8.695 1.833 8.097 58.625 

Í942 
January 4,837 223 897 5,957 
February 4,725 208 842 5,775 
March 6,200 249 864 7,313 
April 6,639 243 903 7,785 
N¿y 7,989 284 960 9,233 
June 8,594 260 958 9,812 
Jxily 7,941 221 907 9,069 
August 7,121 186 829 8,136 
September 5,971 177 734 6,882 
October 5,355 169 683 6,207 
November 4,527 154 650 5,331 
December ¿.8¿0 164 667 5.671 
Total 74.739 2.538 9.89A 87.171 

1942 
January 5,183 171 689 6,043 
February 5,133 163 677 5,973 
March 6,372 192 732 7,296 
April 6,862 208 757 7,827 
May 7,825 211 779 8,815 
June 8,992 217 803 10,012 
July 8,356 201 787 9,344 
August 7,221 179 753 8,153 
September 6,403 176 730 7,309 
October 5,390 155 675 6,220 
November 4,430 142 609 5,181 
December 4.92^  . 1^8 626 

$,^»17   . 
5.699 

Total .  77,092 246? 87,672 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 10.- —Receipts of mi] Jc from producers, Duluth-öuperlc jr BiarKeting 
area, Î^yl941-Décember 1950 i/ - Continued 

Year and :    Producers : Own farms of :    Producer-      : All 
month :          2/ :    handlers 2/ :    handlers 3/ : producers 

l,OpO pouijds 1.000 Dounds      1.000 TDOunds 1,000 poupds 
19Là 

January 5,283 158                          617 6,058 
February 5,441 152                          606 6,199 
March 6,732 192                          658 7,582 
April 7,316 222                          645 8,183 
May 8,123 243                          696 9,062 
June 9,355 2a                          683 10,279 
July 8,871 ?/,7                          663 9,781 
August 7,536 222                          597 8,355 
September 6,658 204                           502 7,364 
October 5,788 187                          479 6,454 
November 4,744 134                        A33 5,311 
December 5.060 ILh                        481 5.687 

Total 80.907 2.348                      7.060 90.315 

1945 
January 5,358 143                          506 6,007 
Febiniary 5,177 126                          448 5,751 
March 6,637 140                          516 7,293 
April 7,296 153                          540 7,989 
May 8,352 176                          551 9,079 
June 9,661 206                          577 10,444 
July 9,325 220                          532 10,077 
August 7,728 192                          482 8,402 
September 6,802 178                          442 7,422 
October 5,891 161                          410 6,462 
NovOTiber 4,909 140                          381 5,430 
December 5.301 152                           404 5.857 

Total 82.437 1.987                        5.789 90.213 

1246 
Jemuary 5,607 154                          357 6,118 
February- 5,335 U3                          352 5,830 
March 6,722 164                    a6 7,302 
April 7,445 170                         433 8,048 
May 8,890 189                         445 9,524 
June 9,842 204                         448 10,494 
July 9,111 199                         401 9,711 
August 7,221 173                        364 7,758 
September 5,757 147                         312. 6,216 
October 5,060 160                          242 5,462 
November 4,885 158                          224 5,267 
December 5.561 ISL                         220 5.965 

Total 8;j.,436 2,Q4$                         4,21A 87»695 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 10.—Receipts of milk from producers, Duluth-Superlor marketing 
area, l^y 19A^^T)eaBmbeT 1950 1/ - Continued 

Year and : Producers : Ovm farms of : Producer-  : All 
month :   2/ handlers 3/ : nroducers 

1.000 rounds 1,0Q0 poynds a,000 pounds 1,000 poundp 
1947 
January 6,179 72 223 6,474 
February 6,043 64 2U 6,321 
torch 8,054 77 225 8,356 
April 8,453 84 265 8,802 
May 9,089 87 283 9,459 
June 9,880 90 305 10,275 
July 9,000 88 291 9,379 
August 6,787 73 252 7,112 
September 5,801 60 193 6,054 

; October 4,995 60 150 5,205 
November 4,396 57 147 4,600 
December 5.011 63 160 5.234 

Total 83.688 875 2.708 87.271 

194.8 
January 5,340 68 140 5,548 
February 5,207 62 135 5,404 
March 6,833 66 136 7,035 
April 7,537 75 155 7,767 
May 8,654 85 161 8,900 
June 9,082 86 175 9,343 
July 8,272 71 160 8,503 
August 6,974 58 153 7,185 
September 6,112 51 135 6,298 
October 5,577 57 125 5,759 
November 5,300 61 136 5,497 
December 5.762 69 136 5.957 
Total ... 80,64Ç 809 1.747 83.196 

:^949 
January 5,993 70 UA 6,207 
February 5,894 64 138 6,096 
March 7,884 75 150 8,109 
April 8,793 78 169 9,040 

-May 10,600 89 171 10,860 
June 10,962 82 163 11,207 
July 10,303 73 149 10,525 
August 9,526 68 151 91745 
September 8,366 59 145 8,570 
October 7,281 52 125 7,458 
November 6,473 52 125 6,650 
December 6.960 59 129 

1.759 
7.1/^8 

101.615 Total .,  99,035 m 
See footnotes at end of table* 
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Table 10.- —Receipts of milk from producers , Duluth-Superior marketing 
area, ifeiy 1941-December 1950 i/ - Continued 

Year and :    Rpoducers      : Ovm farms of ; Producer-      : All 
t          2/              : nroducers 

1.000 TOunds 1.000 Dounds ]„9QQ pQiffld? 1.000 i30imds 
1959 

January 7,195 63 130 7,388 
February- 7,130 57 128 7,315 
March 9,525 69 153 9,7-^7 
April 10,280 70    . 159 10,509 
May 10,843 72 155 11,070 
June 12,607 83 170 12,860 
July 11,918 71 139 12,128 
August 9,911 61 138 10,110 
September 7,983 56 118 8,157 
October 6,928 59 100 7,087 
November 6,233 52 101 6,386 
December 6.805 52 117 6.97A 

Total 107.358 765 1.608 109.731 
■ 

pages 17, 18, and 20. 
2/ Mlk subject to pooling. Data through September 1950 based on audits 

of handlers» records. Data for October-December 1950 based on handlers* 
reports. 
2/ Based on producer-handlers* reports. 

Gomplled from reports of the Market Administrator. 
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Table 11.—Number of producers supplying milk to the Duluth-Superior 
marketing area, May 1941-December 1950 1/ 

Year ajid  : Producers  : Own farms of : Producer-  : All 
produoers 

19n 
May 5-31 

^umb^r      Kuaber       Hxamber Number 

1,361       11          110 1,482 
June 1,360       10         109 1,479 
July 1,359       11         104 1,474 
August 1,352        13          97 1,462 
September 1,347       13          94 1,454 
October 1,323       11          94 1,428 
November 1,327       11          92 1,430 
December 1.307        10          92 1.A09 
Simple average i.342        U                           99 i.452 

19A2 
January 1,308        12           89 1,409 
February 1,308       10          86 1,404 
March 1,320       10          84 1,4U 
April 1,342        9          84 1,435 
May 1,359        9          83 1,451 
June 1,348        8          80 1,436 
July 1,353        7          79 1,439 
August 1,371        6          73 1,450 
September 1,336        5          70 1,411 
Gctober 1,328        5          65 1,398 
November 1,326        5          62 1,393 
December 1.320        5           59 1.38¿ 
Simple average 1.335         8           76 1.419 

19^3 
January 1,322        5           58 1,385 
February 1,319        4          57 1,380 
March 1,332        4          57 1,393 
April 1,343        4          57 1,404 
May 1,339        4          58 1,401 
June 1,329        4          57 1,390 
July 1,324        4          56 1,384 
August 1,323        4          55 1,382 
September 1,309        4          54 1,367 
October 1,302        4          50 1,356 
November 1,302        4          47 1,353 
December     ; 1.285        A                           A6 

7 "^ *^*^ 

1.335 
Simple average „1,319        A                           5Z. 1.378 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table ll.-—Niimber of producers supplying milk to the Duluth-Superior 
marketing area. May 1941-Deeember 1950 1/ - Continued 

Year and  : Producers  : Own farms of : Producer- All 
month   :    2/     : handlers 2/ : handlers 3/ : Droducers 

Number      Number      Number ^MiSSL 
mk 
Januaiy       1,284        4          44 1,332 
February       1,282        4          45 1,331 
March         1,294        4          U 1,339 
April         1,299        4          41 1,344 
May          1,300        4          42 1,346 
June          1,318        4          /'.I 1,363 
July          1,314        4          39 1,357 
August        1,313        4          37 1,354 
September      1,303        4          36 1,343 
October       1,293        4          36 1,333 
November       1,272         3           32 1,307 
December       1.2>iA         3           3¿ 1.281 
Simóle averaee  1,293        ¿          39 1.336 

í-945 
January       1,235        3          35 1,273 
February       1,229         3           34 1,266 
March         1,251         3           34 1,288 
April         1,261        3          33 1,297 
May           1,279         3           32 1,3U 
June          1,283        3          32 1,318 
July          1,279        3          30 1,312 
August         1,267         3           29 1,299 
September      1,285         3           29 1,317 
October        1,270         3           27 1,300 
November       1,266         3           26 1,295 
December       1.236         3           26 1.265 
Simple average  1.262         3           31 1.295 

1946 
January        1,231         3           23 1,257 
February       1,228        3          ?/, 1,255 
March         1,248        3          24 1,275 
April         1,260         3           22 1,285 
May           1,266         3           21 1,290 
June          1,280        3           20 1,303 
JiJ-y          1,272         3           20 1,295 
August         1,255         3           20 1,278 

1,280 
1,259 
1,265 
1-256 

September      1,257         3           20 
October        1,239         4           16 
November       1,246         4           15 
December       1.237        /,           lij 
Simple average  1.252         3           20 1,275 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 11.--Number of producers supplying milk to the Duluth-Superlor 
marketing area, May 1941-December 1950 i/ - Continued 

Year and t Producers : Own farms of ; Producer-  : An 
month   : 2/    : faflfí<Uers 2/ ^ 

Number 
handlers 3/ : oroducers 

È^SL N^mb^r Numb??: 

vm 
January 1,246 3 13 1,262 
February 1,255 3 13 1,271 
March 1,287 3 13 1,303 
April 1,2U 3 13 1,260 
May 1,231 3 12 1,246 
June 1,220 3 12 1,235 
July 1,235 3 12 1,250 
August 1,243 3 12 1,258 
September 1,186 3 10 1,199 
October 1,178 3 7 1,188 
November 1,211 • 3 7 1,221 
December 1^211 3 6 1.220 
Simple average , 1.229 3 10 1.243 

12aâ 
January 1,198 3 5 1,206 
Februaiy 1,196 3 5 1,204 
March 1,215 3 5 1,223 
April 1,206 3 5 1,2U 
my 1,174 3 5 1,182 
Jime 1,152 3 5 1,160 

\ July: 1,1^^ 3 5 1,152 
Auguöt 1,123 3 5 1,131 
Septeiaber 1,156 3 5 1,164 
October 1,186 3 5 1,194 
November 1,200 3 5 1,208 
December 3,.i99 3 5 1.206 
Simple average , itm 3 5 1.187 

vm 
January 1,174 3 5 1,182 
February 1,173 3 5 1,181 
Miarch 1,183 3 5 1,191 
April 1,201 3 5 1,209 May 1,241 3 5 1,249 
jTone 1,271 3 5 1,279 
July 1,327 3 5 1,335 
August 1,335 3 5 

j ^ ^ ^ 

1,343 
September 1,340 3 5 1,348 
October 1,364 3 5 1,372 
November 1,389 3 5 1,397 
December .„1,29? 3 5 ._. 1.406 
Simple average 1.283 3 5 1,291 
See footnotes at end of table • 



Table 11*—Number of producers supplying milk to the Duluth-Superior 
mrketing area, l^y 1941-December 1950 1/ -Continued 

Year and      : Producers : Own farms of : Producer-      : AU 
month        : 2/ :    handlers 2/ : handlers 3/ î . L^ââ.u2â£§  

men 
Number Number Numbçr ÑMbsi: 

January- 1,407 3 5 1,415 
February 1,403 3 5 i,ai 
March 1,412 3 5 1,420 
April 1,408 3 5 i,a6 
May i,a5 3 5 1,423 
Jiine i,a5 3 5 1,423 
July 1,404 3 5 1,412 
August 1,407 3 5 1,415 
September 1,401 3 5 1,409 
October 1,399 3 5 1,407 
November 1,393 3 4 1,400 
December 1.428 3 L 1.A3Ç 

ñimple average 1.408 3 5 1.Z16 

i/ For definitions of producers and of subgroups shown in this table see 
pages 17, 18, and 20/ 
2/ Milk subject to pooling. Data through September 1950 based on audits 

of handlers* records. Data for October-December 1950 based on handlers* 
reports. 

2/ Based on producer-handlers* reports. 

Compiled from refx^rts of the Market Administrator. 

967439 0-51 7 



Table 12,—Average daily deliveries of milk per producer supplying the 
ûtu-uth-Superior marketing area. May 19^ 

Year and 
jjionth 

Producers 
Own farms of 
bandlera 

Pounds 

201 
200 
178 
154 
131 
121 
108 
115 
m 

May 5-31 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Weighted average 

Janviary 119 
February 129 
March 152 
April 165 
May 190 
Juñe  • 213 
July 189 
August 168 
September 149 
October 130 
November 1L4 
DeCœnber ng 
Weighted average  153 

1241 
January 
February 
March 
April 

June 
July 
August 
Septœnber 
October 
November 
December 
Weighted average 

126 
139 
154 
170 
189 
226 
204 
176 
163 
134 
113 
124. 
160 

Pound? 

808 
817 
731 
663 
565 
585 
613 
ML 
676 

599 
742 
803 
899 

1,017 
1,084 
1,019 
1,001 
1,180 
1,093 
1,024 

.518. 

1,103 
1,460 
1,545 
1,732 
1,704 
1,007 
1,620 
1,443 
1,468 
1,248 
1,184 

Pröducer- 
bflfí^?ra 

Pounds 

368 
349 
331 
328 
364 
323 
335 
322 
J^ 

325 
350 
332 
358 
373 
399 
370 
366 
350 
339 
350 
JèL. 
356 

4,451.; 

383 
424 
415 
443 
433 
470 
453 
442 
451 
436 
432 

All 
producers 

£21ffîdâ 

218 
215 
193 
170 
150 
138 
227 
J2L 
Jaâ. 

136 
147 
167 
181 
205 
228 
203 
181 
163 
143 
128 
222. 
168 

.^11 

ig. 
155 
169 
186 
203 
240 
218 
190 
178 
148 
128 
a2â_ 
J2L 

See footnote at end of table. 
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Tablel2.--Average daily deliveries of milk per producer supplying the 
Duluth-Superior marketing area, May 1941-December 1950 y 

- Continued 

Year and  : • Own farms of : Producer- :    All 
manth   :  Producers . handlers  : handlers : pro^ussjrs  . 

fQunda Poff^4^ Pounds ■Pounds 

1944 
January 133 1,277 453 U7 
February 146 1,3U 464 161 
l^rch 168 1,555 517 183 
April 138 1,846 524 203 
May 202 1,956 535 217 
June 237 2,012 555 251 
July 218 1,991 548 233 
August 185 1,788 520 199 
September 170 1,697 465 183 
October 144 1,505 429 156 
November 124 1,489 451 135 
December 131 1.572 456 143 
Weighted average 171 1.674 495 185 

1945 
January 140 1,532 467 152 
February 150 1,502 471 162 
March 171 1,504 490 183 
April 193 1,698 545 205 
May 211 1,893 555 223 
Jiine 251 2,292 601 264 
July 235 2,373 572 248 
August 197 2,066 536 209 
September 176 1,980 508 188 
October 150 1,729 489 160 
November 129 1,557 489 140 
December 138 1.636 502 149 
Weighted average 179 1.815 519 191 

1246 
January U7 1,651 501 157 
February 196 1,958 618 208 
March 174 1,769 558 185 
April 197 1,885 656 209 
14ay 227 2,036 684 238 
June 256 2,272 747 268 
July 231 2,U4 647 242 
August 186 1,858 586 196 
September 153 1,629 520 162 
October 132 1,288 488 140 
November 131 1,319 499 139 
December 145 1.482 473 153 
Weighted aveï^ge 178 1.723 578 188 

See footnote ^t < and of table » 
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Table 12 .—Average daily deliveries of milk per producer supplying the 
^^^^^     I^ area. May IÇ^l-ûecember 1950 1/ 

- Continued 

I^ar and  : \^ 
 ji_ _ _   

: Ovm farms of : Producer- Î    All 
month   ,    rrom^eTB Î  handlers  : handlers : Droducers 

Pounds founds Pounds Pounds 

1947 
January 160 772 554 166 
February 172 760 588 178 
March 202 833 559 207 
April 226 930 680 233 
May 238 941 760 245 
June 270 995 846 277 
July 235 944 784 242 
August 176 780 679 182 
September 163 675 642 168 
October 137 642 692 141 
November 121 638 698 126 
December m 

187 
681 859 138 

Weighted average 799 686 192 

1948 
January 144 730 899 148 
February 150 715 930 155 
March 181 713 879 186 
April 208 839 1,035 213 
May 238 908 1,041 243 
June 263 953 1,165- 268 
July 233 766 1,031 238 
August 200 624 986 205 
Septanber 176 565 898 180 
October 152 608 807 156 
Nov^:aber 147 680 907 152 
December 155 7Á6 880 ;59  ... 

192 Weighted average .187 .,..., 

165 

.    7?7   . 

747 

954 

1249 
Janxiary 928 169 
February 179 751 987 184 
>larch 215 802 967 220 
April 244 869 1,126 249 May 276 954 1,106 280 
June 287 916 1,088 292 
July 250 784 962 254 
August 230 738 974 23A 
September 208 657 967 212 
October 172 562 806 175 
November 155 583 828 159 

16A 
216 

December 
Weighted average . 

.161 
-211 

636 .  835 
96¿ 

See footnote at end of table. 
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Table 12.--Average daily deliveries of milk per producer supplying the 
Duluth-Superior loarketing area, May 1941-'December 1950 1/ 

- Continued 

Year and • : Ovm farms of : Producer- :   All 
month 

^ Producers :  handlers  : handlers : Droduoers 

FoundiS ÊQiffîds Poundg Pounds 
1950 
January 165 675 840 168 
February 181 675 920 185 
March 218 745 989 221 
April 243 782 1,058 247 
May 247 770 1,003 251 
June 297 919 1,135 301 
July 274 764 897 277 
August 227 662 889 230 
September 190 625 782 193 
October 160 634 644 162 
November U9 573 841 152 
December 154 561 941 157 
Weighted average  209 699 881 212 

1/ Computed from unrounded figures used in compiling tables 10 and ]J.. 
For definitions of producers and of subgroups shown in this table see pages 
17, 18, and 20/ 

967439 0—51 8 
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Table 13.--Producer Hiilk receipts, classification, and percentage of total 
in each class, Duluth-Superior inarketing area, 

Hay 1941-Dec^iber 1950 

• Total      : 
producer ; 

¡•eceipts i/: 

Use classification of milk 
Year and : Class .   12/               ! Class II            :      Class III 3/ 

month    :] Volumñ   * Percentage: Volume '^^^°®°^e®- Volume 'Percentage 
: (100«)    -: of total ! voiume . ^^ ^^^^ .  volume . ^^ ^^^^ 

1>000 1,000 1,000                              1,000 
P9yft4p £simâa Sassssk pgunds      ParP?pt        poi^ijsi      PwÇÇnt 

19A1 
May 5-31 7,372 2,172 29.5 5,200         70.5 
June 8,1a 2,426 29.8 5,715         70.2 
July 7,512 2,676 35.6 4,836         64.4 
August 6,435 2,779 43.2 3,656         56.8 
September 5,282 2,642 50.0 2,640         50.0 
October 4,978 2,747 55.2 2,231        44.8 
November 4,316 2,641 61.2 1,675        38.8 
December 4.659 2.666 57.2 1.993         42.8 
Total ¿8.695 20.7¿9 Z2.6 27.9A6          57.4 

19A2 
Jiinuary 4,837 2,668 55.2 2,169         44.8 
February 4,725 2,450 51.9 2,275         48.1 
March 6,200 2,689 43.4 3,511         56.6 
April 6,639 2,686 40.5 3,953         59.5 
May 7,989 2,765 34.6 5,224         65.4 
June 8,594 2,724 31.7 5,870         68.3 
July 7,9a 3,033 38.2 4,908         61.8 
August 7,121 3,178 44.6 3,943         55.4 
September 5,971 3,076 51.5 2,895         48.5 
October 5,355 3,406 63.6 1,949         36.4 
November 4,527 3,266 72.1 1,261         27.9 
December ¿.8¿0 3.218 66.5 1.622          33.5 
Total 7A-739 35.159 47.0 39.580          53.0 

19¿3 
Jañuaiy 5,183 3,207 61.9 1,976         38.1 
February 5,133 2,935 57.2 2,198         42.8 
March 6,372 3,334 52.3 3,038         47.7 
April 6,862 3,300 48.1 3,562         51.9 
May 7,825 3,404 43.5 4,421         56.5 
June 8,992 3,253 36.2 5,739        63.8 
July 8,356 3,516 42.1 4,840         57.9 
August 7,221 3,630 50.3 3,591        49,7 
September 6,403 3,492 54.5 2,911        45.5 
October 5,390 3,833 71.1 1,557         28.9 
November 4,430 3,605 81.4 825         18.6 
Decfflûber 4.925 

77,092 
3.599 

,41,009 
.    71.1 

53.2 
1.^5         28.9 

Total 36.083          ¿6.8 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 13.—Producer milk receipts, classification, and percentage of total 
in each class, Duluth-Superior îûarketing area, 

ifay 194L-Dec®Bber 1950 - Continued 

• Total      Î 
producer r 

eceipts i/: 
flOOi)     : 

ÎÎSA ßlAsa if ication of milk            —.—__—^__ 
YeaT aîid í Glass I 2/          : Class  II             î      Class III 3/ 
lûonth    sr 

• Volume ' 
Percentage: Volume * • 

Percentage: „„,„„^ :Percentage 
of total . ^°^^« : of total 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

n rt y y 
salsas. pounds forcent pounds Percent       pounds     Êsnsfint 

JL944 
January 5,283 3,543 67.1 1,740 32.9 
Febmary 5,4a 3,389 62,3 2,052 37,7 
March 6,732 3,663 54.4 3,069 45.6 
April 7,316 3,473 47.5 3,843 52.5 
Hay 8,123 3,683 45.3 4,440 54.7 
June 9,355 3,483 37.2 5,872 62.8 
July 8,871 3,660 41.3 5,211 58.7 
August 7,536 3,962 52.6 3,574 47.4 
September 6,658 3,874 58.1 2,784 41.8 
October 5,788 4,138 71.5 1,650 27.8 
November 4,744 4,987 75.1 657 13.9 
December .,'5.969 

99,907 
2.955 78.2 1.105 21-8 

Total 55.5 ?5.997 44.5 

19^5 
January 5,358 4,108 76.7 1,250 23.3 
February 5,177 3,770 72.8 1,407 27.2 
March 6,637 4,194 63.2 2,443 36.8 
April 7,296 4,023 55.1 3,273 44,9 
May 8,352 4,217 50.5 4,135 49.5 
June 9,661 4,051 41.9 5,610 58.1 
July 9,325 4,157 44.6 5,168 55.4 
August 7,728 4,327 56.0 3,401 44.0 
September 6,802 3,9U 58.0 2,858 42.0 
October 5,891 4,397 74.6 1,494 25.4 
November 4,909 4,117 83.9 792 16.1 
December 5.301 4.043 76.3 1.258 23.7 
Total 82.437 49.348 59.9 33.089 40.1 

19 A6 
January 5,607 4,196 74.8 i,ai 25.2 
February 5,335 3,830 , 71.8 1,505 28.2 
March 6,722 4,312 64.2 2,410 35.8 
April 7,U5 4,134 55.5 3,311 44.5 
May   ■ 8,890 4,274 48.1 4,616 51.9 
June 9,842 4,985 41.5 5,757 58.5 
July 9,111 4,599 49.5 4,602 50.5 
August 7,221 4,524 62.7 2,697 37.3 
September 5,757 4,245 73.7 1,512 26.3 
October 5,060 4,661 92.1 399 7.9 
November 4,885 4,339 88.6 553 11.3                      2            .1 
December 5.561 a.Z¿A 76.3 1.235 22.2                    82         1.5 
Total 81,436 5U3U 63-1 30.008 36.8            -      84           .1 
See footnotes at end of table, t 



- 100 - 

Table 13#—Producer milk receipts, classification, and percentage of total 
in each class, Duluth-Superior Baarketing area, 

May 1941-December 1950 - Continued 

: Total      J 
producer : 

receipts i/; 

Use classification of milk 
Year and s Class 12/ :          Class II            : Class III 3/ 
month      :J Volumia   * Percentage • - 

VollUTlfi 
ÎPercentage: 

Vnl îîTïïP 
:Percentage 

-  "                 -: flOOSSV      s of total *   - Î of total : 
1,000 

: of total 
1,000 1,000 1,000 
WWd? sauQââ Pçrcçjit pomds Isr^gfit pçui^d? Percent 

19Á7 
January 6,179 4,494 72.7 1,147 18.6 538 8.7 
February 6,043 4,084 67.6 1,054 17.4 905 15.0 
Ffarch 8,054 4,525 56.2 1,332 16.5 2,197 27.3 
April 8,453 4,465 52.8 1,431 16.9 2,557 30.3 
May 9,089 4,656 51.2 1,631 18.0 2,802 30.8 
June 9,880 4,316 43.6 1,428 U.5 4,136 a.9 
July 9,000 4,7U 52.3 1,497 16.6 2,799 31.1 
August 6,787 4,934 72.7 1,202 17.7 651 9.6 
September 5,801 4,565 78.7 1,081 18.6 155 2.7 
October 4,995 4,662 93.3 333 6.7 
November 4,396 4,382 99.7 U .3 
December -5.OU     , A.57A 91.3 ¿.36 8.7 
Total ; 83.688 5Z..361 65.0 12.586 15.0 16.7¿1 20.0 

ma 
January 5,340 4,587 85.9 753 u.i 
February 5,207 4,232 81.3 855 16.4 120 2.3 
March 6,833 4,682 68.5 1,134 16.6 1,017 U.9 
April 7,537 4,562 60.5 1,218 16.2 1,757 23.3 
May 8,654 4,647 53.7 1,464 16.9 2,543 29.4 
June 9,082 4,518 49.7 1,291 U.2 3,273 36.1 
July 8,272 5,081 61.4 1,146 13.9 2,045 24.7 
August 6,974 4,997 71.7 1,060 15.2 917 13.1 
September 6,112 4,649 76.1 981 16.0 482 7.9 
October 5,577 4,766 85.5 748 13.4 63 1.1 
November 5,300 4,707 88.8 581 11.0 12 0.2 
DeCfflttber 5.752 4,761 82.8 9¿9 16.5 ¿2 0.7 
Total 8Q,640 ..56,1§9 69.7 12.180 15.1 12.271 15.2 

1242 
January 5,993 4,837 80.7 843 14.1 313 5.2 
February 5,894 4,451 75.5 915 15.5 528 9.0 
March 7,884 4,908 62.3 1,293 16,4 1,683 21.3 
April 8,793 4,820 54.8 1,406 16.0 2,567 29.2 
May 10,600 4,731 44,6 ^ 1,432 13.5 4,437 41.9 
Jiaie 10,962 4,620 ¿2.1 1,381 12.6 4,961 45.3 
JtOy 10,303 4,884 47.4 1,499 14,6 3,920 38.0 
August 9,526 5,098 53.5 1,537 16.1 2,891 30.4 
September 8,366 4,619 55.2 1,316 15.7 2,431 29.1 
October 7,281 4,685 64.4 1,219 16.7 1,377 18.9 November 6,473 4,750 73.4 1,016 15.7 707 10.9 December 6.960 ¿.817 69-2 1.16?. 

15,020 , 
-.   16.7 

15.2    : 
980 

26,795 
14,1 
27.0 Total 99,035 57.220 , .    57.8,   , 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 13»—Producer milk receipts, classification, and percentage of total 
in each class, Duluth-Superior laarketing area, 

May 1941-December 1950 - Continued 

Year and 
month 

Use classification of milk 
Glass I 2/    ;    Clasrir 

:  Total  Î. 
: producer :_  
¡receipts i/: „"    îPercentage:      :Percentage: 
:     flQQ^)  .Volume :Qf total : ^<^^^^ : of total 

Clag^ip?/ 

Voliime 
tPeroentage 
of total 

1950 
January 
Febnoary 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Total 

1,000 
pouada 

7,195 
7,130 
9,525 

10,280 
10,843 
12,607 
11,918 
9,911 
7,983 
6,928 
6,233 
6.805 

1,000 
pounds 

4,784 
4,386 
4,963 
4,593 
4,879 
4,633 
4,882 
5,135 
4,957 
5,085 
4,936 
4ig76 

Percent 

66.5 
61.5 
52.1 
44.7 
45.0 
36.7 
41.0 
5I08 
62 a 
73.4 
79.2 
73-.? 

1,000 
pounds 

1,061 
1,053 
1,334 
1,348 
1,449 
1,377 
1,569 
1,429 
1,175 

959 
1,0U 
3,1^61 

107.358   58.109    54.1   14.929 

Percent 

U.7 
U.8 
U.O 
13.1 
13.4 
U.O 
13.2 
U.4 
U.7 
13.8 
16.3 
17.,1 

1,000 
pounds 

1,350 
1,691 
3,228 
4,339 
4,515 . 
6,597 
5,467 
3,347 
1,851 

884 
283 
768 

ÏSESSak 

18.8 
23.7 
33.9 
42.2 
41.6 
52.3 
45.8 
33.8 
23.2 
L2.8 
4.5 
11.2 

12.9 34.22P .Jg^. 

1/ Milk subject to pooling. Does not include milk from handlers' own farms. 
2/ Includes school milk and outside market sales. From May 5, 1941, to November 

1, 1946, Class I figures include "other source" milk and Class II figures have been 
reduced correspondingly so that the two classes add to total producer receipts. 
2^ Class III established November 1, 1946, by amendment to Order 54. 

Compiled from reports of the Market Administrator. 1941 through September 1950 
based on audits of handlers• recordsj October-December 1950 based on handlers' 
reports. 



Table 14*—Percentage of butterfat in producer milk, Duluth-Superior luarketiñg area, 
May 1941-Dec^nber 1950 

Year Jan« Febe Mar. Apr. Nay June Jiily Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 
Annxial 
average 

IL 
PgycW^ ffflçgnt P^cgflt Percent Perceat Percent Percent Percent Peroent Percent £s£s^t Pey^cent Percent 

19a i/4.1 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 

1942 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 '',.' :,4.3^ ;■ • 4.4 4.4 4*3 4.1 

1943 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1 

1944 4..1 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 

1945 ;/''4.2 4.1 -^.0 3,9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.1 , 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.1 

1946 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.3' ,■''■4.4 - 4.3 4i2 4.1 

1947 -^•1 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4«1 4.3 4.4 4.3 ''4.2'' 4.1 

1948 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.3 4,3 4.1 

1949 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 

1950 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.1 

2/ May 5-31. 

O 

Compiled from data reported to the Market Administrator. 1941 through September 1950 based on audits of handJers» 
records; October-December 1950 based on handlers» reports. 
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Table  15,~Minimtim prices for milk of ^-percent butterfat content, 
and butterfat differential, per hundredweight, Duluth- 

Superior marketing area. May 1941-December 1950 

Minimum price, f.o.b, handler's i ! Uniform : Butterfat 
plant, paid by handlers for milk : price : differential 

Year and  :_ classified as—        ! Í payable 
!    to 
, producers 
!   3/ 

: for each 1/10 
month   : 

Class I 

i/ 
• Class II ' Class III ' 
:               :       2/  ' 

: of 1 percent 
: variation from 
: 4 üercent 

DoJflftTß Dollftrp    Dollar? Dollarß. Geiitg 

1241 
May 5-31 2.29-4 1.744 1.89 4.4 
June 2.320 1.770 1.90 -4.4 
July 2.267 1.717 1.91 4.3 
August 2.298 1,748 1.96 4.4 
September 2.4.80 1.830 2.12 4.6 
October 2.408 1.753 2.09 4.4 
November 2.438 1.788 2.U 4.5 
December 2.378 1.728 2.07 4.3 
Simple average 2.360 1.760 2.01 4.4 

1912 
January 2.408 1.758 2,09 4.4 
February 2.690 2,040 2.33 4.4: 
March 2,681 2.031 2c27 4.3 
April 2.546 1.996 2.21 4.3 
May 2.652 2.102 2.28 4.6 
June 2.711 2.161 2.32 4.7 
July 2.648 2.098 2.33 4.5 
August 2.671 2.121 2.37 4.6 
September 2.945 2.295 2.75 5.1 
October 3.059 2.409 2.86 5.3 
November 3.213 2.563 3.06 5.7 
December 2.229 2.578 3.02 5.7 
Simple averagi 3 2.738 2.179 2.49 4.8 

mi 
January 3.243 2,593 2.97 5.7 
February 3.254 2.604 2.98 5.8 
i'iarch 3.270 2.620 2.99 5.8 
April 3.180 2.630 2.89 5.8 
May 3.190 2.640 2.86 5.8 
June 3.185 2.635 2.83 5.8 
July 4/ 3.216 2.667 2,96 5.8 
August ; 3.296 2.776 3.13 5.8 
September 3.289 2.769 3.05 5.8 
October 3.289 2,769 3.14 5.8 
November 3.296 2.776 3.20 5,8 
December ^,296 

3 Í.250 
2.776 
2.688 

3.16 5.8 
Simple áveragí 3.01 „ 5.8 

See footnotes at end of table. 



Table 15 
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.—.Minimum prices for milk of 4-percent butterfat content, 
and butterfat differential, per hundredweight, Duluth- 
Supertor marketing area. May 1941-December 1950 - Contd. 

Butterfat 

ïear and 
month 

Minimum price, f.o.b. handler's 
plant, paid by liandlers for milk 

classified as— 

Class I 
1/ 

1244 : 
January 3.310 
February 3.324 
March: 3.338 
April 3.324 
May  ; 3.34$ 
June 3.345 
July 3.345 
August 3.345 
September 3.331 
October 3.338 
November 3.359 
December 3.324 
Simple average 3.336 

mi 
January 3.310 
February 3.310 
March 3.317 
April 3.303 
May 3.289 
June 3,303 
July 3.303 
August 3.324 
September 3.324 
Oetober     , 3.324 
Novanaber 3.317 
ûeeember 3.261 
Simple average 3.30? 

3.282 
3.324 
3.331 
3.331 
3.331 
3.564 
4.518 
4.396 
4.479 
4.778 
5.721 
^.538. 
4,133 

Glass II Class III 
2/ 

Uniform 
price 

payable 
to 

producers 

Dollars    Dollars    Dollars    Dollars 

2.790 
2.804 
2.818 
2.804 
2.825 
2.825 
2.825 
2.825 
2.811 
2.818 
2.839 
2.804 
2.816 

2.790 
2.790 
2.797 
2.783 
2.769 
2.783 
2.783 
2.804 
2,804 
2.304 
2.797 

..2^24iL 
2.787 

1246 
January 
February 
March 
April 
i&y 
J\ane 4/ 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Simple average 

See footnotes at end of table. 

2.762 
2.804 
2,811 
2.311 
2.811 
3.044 
3.998 
3.876 
3.959 
4.258 
5.321 
^.13,8 
-2*622. 

3.U 
3.13 
3.10 
3.05 
3.06 
3.01 
3.05 
3.10 
3.13 
3.20 
3.27 
Jt2i 
J^22. 

3.19 
3.17 
3.12 
3.07 
3.03 
3.00 
3.02 
3.10 
3.12 
3.20 
3.25 
3,14.. 
3.12 

4.721 
■4.g3.1 
4.630 

3.15 
3.18 
3.14 
3.10 
3.05 
3.26 
4.25 
4.22 
4.36 
4.75 
5.73 
-Si4I. 
3.97 

differential 
for each l/lO 
of 1 percent 
variation from 
4 percent 

Gents 

5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
.5x8. 
.i*8. 

5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 

-i.8. 

5,B 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
6.4 
8.7 
8.4 
8.6 
9.3 
10.4 

JLà. 
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Table 15, ~Minim-arr I prices for milk of 4-perc ;ent butterlai Í. content, 

and butterfat differential, per hundredweight , Duluth- 
Superior marketing area, May 1941-Deceinber 1950 - Contdi, 

Minimum price, f.o.b, ha.ndler's    . ,    Uniform    : Butterfat 
plant,  paid by handlers for milk 1      price      : differential 

Year and      %^ classified 8,3— :    payable    : 
:        to          s 

for each l/lO 
mo'ntih.          : of 1 percent 
iH\^i,i vi>*                       • 

Class I ! Glass II    Î Class III : producers  ; variation from 
• V :           2/ :        3/          : ¿ Dercent 

fioilars Dollars         Dollar?, Dollars Gents 

1947 
January 5.590 5.190            4.590 5,48 10.1 

Febmmry 4.965 4.565            3.965 4.75   - 8.6 

l%rch 4.750 4.350             3.750 4.42 8.4 
April 4.849 ¿.¿49             3.849 4.48 8.9 
May 3.913 3.663            3.313 3.68 7.8 

June 3.780 3.530            3,180 3.49 7.5 
July 3.892 3.642            3.292 3.69 7.8 
August 4.147 3.897            3.547 4.11 8.4 
September 4.821 4.421            3.821 4,73   ^ 9,1 
October 5.167 ¿.767            4.167 5.21 9.9 
November 4.753 4.353            3.753 4.82 8.8 
December 5.190,,,, 

le 4..65I 

5.660 

¿.790             ¿.190 5.23       9,8   „ 
Simple avera^ ¿.301             3.785 4.51 8.8 

1948 
Jaxauary 5.260             ¿.660 5.69 10.7 
February 5.699 5,299             ¿.699 5.68 10.5 
March 5.681 5.281             ¿.681 5.48 10.4 
April 5.428 5.028             4.428 5.12 9.7 
May 5.217 ¿.967             ¿.617 5.01 10.3 
June 5.070 4.820            ¿.470 4.83 9.9 
July 5.165 4.915            4.565 5.05 10.1 
August 5.127 4.877            4.527 5.05 10,0 
September 5.384 4.984            4.384 5.37 9.5 
October 5.321 4.921            4.321 5.38 9.2 
November 4.851 4.451            3.851 4.86 8.1 
December 4.728 ¿.328              3.728 ¿-73 7.7 
Simule average 5.278 ¿.928             ¿.¿11 5-19 9.7 

JL949 
January 4.864 ¿.¿6¿            3.864 ¿.82 8.1 
February 4.784 4.384            3.784 ¿-67 8-0 
March 4.576 4.176            3.576 4.30 7,8 
April 4.354 3.954            3.354 4.01 7.6 
ïfey 4.265 3.865            3.265 3.83 7.4 
Juüe 4.282 3.882             3.282 3.82 7.4 
July 4.274 3.874            3.274 3.90 7.3 
August 4.312 3.912             3.312 4.00 7.4 
September 4.421 ¿.021            3.421 4.08 7.7 
October 4.442 ¿.0¿2              3.442 4.20 7.7 
November 4.452 4.052              3.452 4.33 7.7 
December ¿-¿78 ¿.078              3.¿78 ¿.29 7.8 
Simule averaere 4.A.59 4.Q59           3.459 4.3.9 7,7 
See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 15.—MinimiJiïi:prices for milk of ^-percent butterfat content, 
and butter-fat differential, per hundredweight, Duluth- 
Superioriimrketing area, May 1941-Decanib^^    - Gontd. 

-    -    - ' • Minimum price, f.o.b. handler's : Uniform : : Butterfat 
• plant, paid by handlers for milk : price" : differential 

Year and  : classified as—        : payable 
to 

: for each l/lO 
: of 1 percent month   : 

Glass I • Class II ' Class III * 
• 

1/    •         -2/    • producers : variation from 
« 3/ : 4 Dercent 

January 

Dollars    Dollars    Dollars Dollars Cents 

4.4S1     4.081     3.481 4.25 7.8 
February 4.428     4.028     3.428 4.15 7.7 
March 4.456    4.056    3.456 4.07 7.7 
April 4.362'    3.962     3.362 3.88 7.5 
May 3.926     3.676     3.326 3.65 7.5 
June 3.927     3.677     3.327 3.58 7.5 
July 3.916    3,666    3.316 3.62 7.5 
August 3.932     3.682     3.332 3.70 7.5 
September 4.366     3.966     3.366 4.09 7.6 
October 4.438     4.038    3.438 4.27 7.8 
November 4.505     4.105     3.505 4.41 7.9 
December 4.562     4.162     3.':tó 

3 4,275     3.925     3,408 
4.39 7.9 

Simple averagi 4.00 7.7 

1/ From May 5, 1941, to Feb. 1, 1942, the price of milk disposed of under 
a program approved by the Secretary of Agriculture for the sale or disposition 
of milk to low-income consumers, including persons on relief, was the regular 
Class I price less 40 cents. From Feb. 1, 1942, to July 16, 1943, the price 
was 47 -cents less ttian the regular Glass I price. The milk distributed under 
this programmas 43,655 po-oiids during April, Ivlay, and June 1942.^^ 
2/ Glass III established hovember 1, 1946, by amendment to Order 54. 
^2/ Under the order, the mininum price payable to new producers Is the lowest 

class price, 

^ Class prices are averages, weighted by volume, of the class prices apoli- 
cable under the order, as follows.: 

Glass I 

July 1943 ; July 1 -19 
July 20-31 

June 1946:     June 1 -16 
June 17-30 

Dollar? Dollars 
3.175 2.625 
3,275 2.755 
3.331 2.811 
3.831 3.311 

Compiled from data reported by the Market Administrator. 



Table 16.—Uniform price per hundredweight for milk of average butterfat content, with 
dairy production payments added when applicable, f.o.b. Duluth-Superior 

marketing area. May 1941-î)eGember 1950 i/ 

Year 
• 
]    Jan. 
• 

;    Feb. 
• 

:    Mar. 
• :    Apr.  ; ;    ^îay    ' [    June :    July ; • i   Aug. ; !  Sept,   [ 

»       -            -          J 

;    Oct. \    Nov. \    Dec, 

Dollars DolJars Doll^irs Dollars Dollars Dollars Dçi-J^rp 

1941 1.934 1.944 1.910 2.048 2.304 2.310 2.320 2.199 

1942 2.178 2.330 2.227 2.167 2.326 2.367 2.375 2.416 2.903 3.072 3.288 3.191 

1943 3.084 3.038 2.990 2.832 2.860 2.888 3.018 3.304 3.282 3.672 3.732 3 o 576 

1944 3.548 3.480 3.500 3.492 3.410 3.418 3.358 3.566 3.962 4.090 4.102 3.984 

1945 3.906 3.828 3.720 3.612 3.280 3.308 3.528 3.608 3.744 4.032 4.082 3.9U 

1946 3.866 3.780 3.740 3.642 3.558 3.710 4.250 4.304 4,618 5.122 5.904 5.586 

1947 5.581 4.836 4.420 4.391 3.680 3.565 3.768 4.194 5.003 5.606 5.084 5.426 

1948 5.797 5.680 5.480 5.023 5.010 4.929 5.151 5.150 5.560 5.748 5.103 4.961 

1949 4.982 4.750 4.300 3.934 3.830 3,894 3.900 4 o 000 4.234 4.508 4.561 4.446 

1950 4.328 4.150 3.993 3.805 3.650 3.655 3.620 3.775 4.242 4.504 4.647 4.548 

1/ Uniform price for average test (table 14) computed by applying the butterfat differential to the 
price for the basic test (table 15). Dairy production payments added for the months of Oct. 1943 
through June 194-6 (table 17). 

o 



Table 17.—Dairy production payments per hundredweight of milk, Minnesota-Wisconsin, 
October 1943-June 19^6 

Year * Jan. " Feb. ; Mar, ; Apro \    V^y    [    June ; July ; Aug. ; Sept. [    Cot. ;  Nov. ; Dec. 

Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents Gents Cents  Cents Cents  Gents 

1943 30 30 30 

19U    35    35    50    50    35    35    35 35 60    60 60    60 

1945 60    60    60    60    25    25    45 45 45    60 60    60 

1946 60    60    60    60    45    45 

Compiled from Dairy Production Program Statistics, PMA, Dec. 1946o 

o 
00 



Table 18.—Value of producer milk received by handlers,  Duluth-Superior marketing area.  May 19-41-December 1950 1/ 

Year  [    Jan.       [    Feb.       ;    Mar.       ;    Apr.       [      May      [    June      .*     July      [    Aug.       ;    Sept.     \    Oct.       ;    Nov.       ;    Dec.       \    Total 

1947 

1948 

1949 

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1941 2/142,569 158,262 143,479 131,802 321,687 1U,990 100,143 102,JM 1,015,376- 

1942 105,340 110,082 138,06^ U3,864 18^832 203,428 188,594 172,038 173,349 164,514 148,863 154,4-62 1,888,431 

1943 159,855 155,942 190,514 194,320 223,800 25^,689 252,179 238,595 210,U7 197,929 165,312 176,107 2,^24,389 

1944 187,426 189,344. 235,604 255,473 277,002 319,743 297,890 268,749 263,807 236,745 194,593 201,576 2,927,952 

1945 209,280 198A'^^3 246,907 263,546 273,929 319,595 328,965 278,839 254,676 237,540 200,374 207,472 3,019,276 

1946 216,764 201,662 251,4U 271,151 316,299 365,134 387,197 310,807 265,875 259,155 288,406 310,627 3,44^,491 

34^,874 292,257 355,998 371,168 334,472 352,243 339,101 284,6a 290,218 280,005 223,482 271,881 3,740,340 

309,582 295,747 374,435 378,554 433,560 4^^7,669 426,109 359,172 339,834 320,564 270,457 285,328 4.2a,Oil 

298,592 279,976 339,000 345,903 405,978 426,860 401,806 381,019 354,219 328,227 295,235 309,459 4,166.274 

1950       311,a7 295.876 380,332 391,151 395,759 460,772 431,435 374,118 338,644 312,053 289,656 309,510 4,290,723 

i/ Computed by using uniform price,  and including dairy production payments,  for milk of average butterfat content  (table 16),    Produ 
receipts were the unrounded figures used in compiling table 13. 

2/ May 5-31. 

I 

O 



Table 19.—Average daily value per producer of milk supplied to handlers, Duluth-Superior 
marketing area, May 1941-Deceiiiber 1950 i/ 

Year •'    Jan.   ' 
S              i 

Feb.   ' • Mar. ;    Apr. :    May • 
' June    ' 
:              : 

July :   Aug. : Sept.  ; 
• 

'    Oct.   ' 
: 

Nov. ;    Dec. 

MJâiâ Ssliaziä DQiiacä DoUâiig SsiiXsss. ^SO^AIS, miä£§. 5s22&is. ^sUäia. DolJrftfP PQ11A£S DpJ-lars 

19a 2/3.89 3.89 3.40 3ol5 3.02 2.80 2.51 2.53 

1942 2.59 3.01 3.39 3.58 4.42 5.04 4.49 4.06 4.33 3.99 3.75 3.77 

1943 3.89 4.22 4.60 4.81 5.41 6.53 6.16 5.82 5.35 4.92 4.22 4.43 

19U 4.72 5.08 5.88 6.56 6.89 8.10 7.32 6.60 6.74 5.89 5.09 5.22 1 

1945 5.47 5.74 6.36 6.97 6.92 8.30 8.29 7.11 6.59 6.05 5.27 5.40 

1946 5.68 7.41 6.51 7.17 8.08 9.50 9.82 8.01 7.07 6.76 7.73 8.10 ' 

1947 8.93 8.32 8.93 9.92 8.76 9.63 8.85 7.38 8.15 7.68 6.15 7.22 

1948 8.35 8.52 9.92 10.45 11.92 12.96 12.00 10.30 9.79 8.74 7.50 7.69 

1949 8.22 8.50 9.24 9.60 10.57 11.18 9.75 9.20 8.81 7.75 7.07 7.16 

1950 

1/ P! 

7.14 7.51 

 T X J       T __ 

8.70 9.25 9.02 10.86 9.92 8.57 8.06 7.21 6.92 7.00 

(table 12) by the uniform price (table 16). 
2/ May 5-31. 



Table 20.—Dealers* selling prices per quart of milk, retail, bottled, delivered to homes, 
Duluth, Kiirm., 1921-50 

Year  * Jan.  ' Feb.  * Mar.  ' Apr. \    Ma/ ; June ; July ; Aug.  ; Sept. ; Oct.  ; Nov.  ; Dec. 

Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 

1921 15    15    U  12.5-13   12  11.5-12         13 12-13 13 13 13 
1922 12     11     10     10     10     10     10     10 11 12 12 12 
1923 12    12    12    12    12    12    12    12 13 13 13 
192^;      13    13    13    12    12    12    12    12 13 13 13 
1925 13    13           12    12    12    12 13 

1926 13    13    13    12    12     12    12    12 12 12 12 
1927 1212121212121212 13 13 
1928 13    13     13    12    12    12    12    12 12 13 13 13 
1929 13    13    13    13    13    12    12 12 13 13 12 
1930 1212121212    11    11    11 121211 

1931 11    11    11    11                 10    10 10 11 11 11 
1932 11    11 10    10 
1933 9 9 10 
193^       10    10    10    10    10    10           10 10 11 11 11 
1935 11    11    11          11    11           11 11 n 11 11 

1936 11    11    11    11    11    11    11    11 11 11 11 11 
1937 11    11    11    11    11    11    11   12-U 12 12 10 10-12 
1938 12     10     10     10   10-12    10     10     10 10 10 10 10 
1939 10    10    10    10    10    10    10    10 10 10 10 10 
1940 10    10    10   8-10   8-10   9-10   9-10   9-10 9-10 9-10 10 10 

19a                  11            11            11            11            11            11            11            11 11-12 12 11-12 12 
1942 121212121212121212 12 11-12 11-12 
1943 12-13   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 
1944 1/   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 
1945 1/   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 

1946 1/   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   13.5   16.5   16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 
1947 1/   16.5   16.5   16.5   16.5   15.5   15.5   15.5   16.5 17.5 18 18 18 
1948 1/           19    19    19    19    19    19    19    19 20 20 20 20 
1949 1/    20    20    19    19    19    19    19    19 19 19 19 19 
1950 19    19    19    19    18    18    18    19 19 19 19 19 

1/ May 1944-Jan. 1949, discount of 1 cent per quart on 3 or more quarts delivered at one stop. Feb.- 
Dec. 1950, discount of 1 cent per quart if total for month is 80 quarts or more. 

Compiled from Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Fluid Milk Prices in City Markets. Selling prices are 
for that quality of milk commonly sold in the market. Prior to Jan. 1947, prices applicable during early 
part of the month. Jan. 1947 through 1950, latest prices in effect up to the 10th of the month. 



Table 21,—Selling prices per quart of milk, retail, bottled, sold at stores, Duluth, Minn., 1921-50 

Xmr -J Jan. :      Feb. :      Mar. :      Aor. :        May :      June :      July :      Seot. ;      Oct. :      Nov. :       Dec. 
Çfiptg, CeatÊ Genta ÇSûiâ Psptp Cents Cfipts, Gepts Gents Cçnts Cpnt? Cents 

1921 15 U 13 12 13 13 13 13 13 
1922 12 11-12 10 10 10 10 10 10 9-11 U 12 12 
1923 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 13 13 13 
1924 13 13 12 12 12 11 12 13 13 13 
1925 13 11-13 12 12 12 10 11 

1926 11 11 11 10 10 10 12 12 12 12 12 
1927 11-12 12 12 11-12 11-12 11-12 11-12 13 13 
1928 13 13 13 12 12 12 12 12 12 13 13 13 
1929 13 13 13 13 13 12 12 12 12-13 13 12 
1930 12 12 12 12 12 11 11 11 12 12 11 

1931 11 11 n 10 10 10 11 11 11 
1932 11 11 8 
1933 7-9 ft-9 9-10 
193^; 9-10 9-10 9-10 9-10 9-10 9-10 9-10 9-10 10-11 11 11 
1935 11 11 10-11 10-11 10-11 11 11 11 11 11 

1936 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 
1937 11 11 10-11 10-11 
1938 10 8 8 8 8 
1939 8 8 8 
1940 

1941 
1942 

U 
9-11 9-11 10-11 10-11 10-12 10-11 10-11 10-11 

9-11 
9-11 

9-11 
10-12 

9-11 
9-11 

9-11 
9-11 1943 10-12 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 11.5-12.5 11.5-12.5 11.5-12,5 11.5-12.5 11.5-12.5 11.5-12.5 11.5-13.5 1944 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 1945 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 n. 5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 11.5-13.5 

1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
W59 

11.5-13.5 
U.5-16 

U.5-13.5 
U.5-16 

11.5-13.5 
U.5-16 

11.5-13.5 
U.5-16 

11.5-13.5 
13.5-15 

11.5-13.5 
13.5-15 

U.5-16.5 
13.5-15 

U.5-16.5 
U.5-16 

Uo5-16 
15.5-17 

U.5-16 
16-18 

U.5-16 
16-18 

Uo5-l6 
16-18 17-18 

18-20 
i7-í,9  . . 

17-18 17-19 17-19 17-19 17-19 17-19 17-1.9 18-20 18-20 18-20 18-20 18-20 
17-19 

17-19 
17-19 

17-19 
17-19 

17-19 
16-18 

17-19 
16-18 

17-19 
16-18 

17-19 
17-19 

17-19 
17-19 

17-19 
17   IQ 

17-19 
. ,- 17-19 

17-19 
17-19... 1^-19 

™rk!f "'^rirtf^r îLv'^î.^iilr' f"'"°f "- ^^^^^ ^^^  P^^"« ^-  ="' ^^^'^--    S^l^ng prices are for that q^llty of miUc commonly sold In the 
mrKet, Prior to Jan. 19-Í7, prices applicable during early part of the month. Jan. 1947 through 195Ü latest prices In effect up to the 10th of the month. 


