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To the Members of the 98th Legislature: 

The Legislative Research Committee hereby has the 

pleasure of submitting to you a part of its report on 

activities for the past two years. This report relates 

to the problem of milk control. Findings and recommenda­

tions relative to other matters ass:i_gned to the Committee 

by action of the Legislature will appear in subsequent 

reports. 

The Committee was t.mfortunate i.n the loss of t110 

of its original members, the late Representative George 

D. Pullen and the late Representative Leroy M. McCluskey, 

In the :i_r deaths, the State of Maine has lost much valued 

leader's hip. tl./e of the Committee grate fully acknowledge 

our indebtedness to their wisdom and their contributions 

to the work of the Committee. 

It is the hope of the Committee that the informa­

tion contained in this report will be of service to the 

Members of the 98th Legislature. 

LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COMMITTEE 

By: Roy U. Sinclair, Chairman. 
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MILK CONTROL LAW 

ORDERED, the Senate concurring, that the Legislative Research 
CommJ.ttee be, and hereby is, requested to study anc~ survey 
the operation of the Milk Control Law, particularly as jt ap­
plies to the buying and selling of milk; and be it further 

ORDEREDJ that the Committee report to the next Legislature 
the result of its study WJ.th such recommendations as :Lt 
deems appropriate. 

Part I. 

INCEPTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF STATE MILK CONTROL LAWS 

!i.!. IN GENERAL. 

The concept of state control of milk pricing is not predominent-

ly characteristic of the majority of states; neither is it 

uniform in application. rrhe fundamental purposes and policies 

underlying respectJve state enactments are substantially 

similar, though material variations exist with respect to the 

extent of control as well as in the complexity of statutory 

provisions. The concept of state price control as an instru-

ment of legislative policy owes its origin to the emergency 

conditions prevalent during the depression of the 1930's. 

The New York legislature, in April 1933, was the first of a 

number of states to establish a state milk control program, 

acting on the report and recommendations submitted by a 

joint legislative committee specially created to study 

problems confronting the state milk industry. As enacted, 

the New York law established a state milk control board with 

sufflcient regulatory powers for the control of the state 

milk industry at all levels. During the several years that 

followed, other states enacted milk price control legislation. 
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Maine adopted its law on February 27J 1935. Each of the state 

milk control laws enacted during the 1933-1935 period pro-

vided for wholesale, retail and producer price controls and 

almost w:L thout except1on were adopted only as a temporary 

expediency; nearly all including a specific expiration date. 

The effect of improved economic cond:Ltions following the de··-

pression resulted in the repeal of a number of state milk 

control lawsJ the remaining states continuing controls at 

either the producer or the producer and retail levels. The 

tendency of states in recent years to adopt milk price con-

trol legislation has become negative, resulting in few such 

enactments. 

B. CONDITIONS PROMPTING ENACTMENT. 

The accepted reasoning advanced as justification for the 

original adoption of the several milk control laws is the 

adverse economic effect of the depression period, Such 

reasoning does not suffice to pin-point the actual respon-

sible factors. Neither does it serve to clarify the rela-

tive magnitude of conditions which impelled state adoptions . 

An objectlve analysis of possible causes leads to the con-

elusion that essentially original milk control legislation 

may be attributed to the following depression factors: 

Inadequate returns to producers; deterioration of collective 

barga:ming among producers~ ruinous competi t:i.on and unfair 

practices; and threat to public health and welfare. Each 

of these factors will be discussed briefly in the order 

mentioned. 

1. INADEQUATE RETUR~S TO PRODUCERS. 

The exigencies of the period prior to enactment of 
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controllegtslatlon which emerged j_n a general economic 

crisis likewise had a correspondj.ng effect on the 

producers' market. Prices of milk and other related 

and unrelated c1a~Lry and farm products continually de-

clined dur:lng the per:l.odkln contrast w:Lth a dispro-· 

portionately slower reduction in wages and other costs, 

Taxes and fixed payments on existing indebtedness 

remained practically constant, The net effect was 

the impairment .:of herds and inadequate pl'"'O:CJerty 

maintenance. Liquidation of capital assets was 

difficult or in~ossible and the prevailing low prices 

of farm products afforded no opportunity to engage in 

other agricultural enterpl'"'ises, The demand for non-

agr:J.cul tural employment was nearly non .. ·existent. 

2. DETEFIORATION OF COLLECTIVE BAHGAINING. 

The superior strength of collective barga~ning to 

insure more adequate returns was an accepted fact to 

the majorlty of producers during the interval j_mmediate-

ly preceding the depression. It was during this period 

that classified price and pooling arrangements to con-

trol milk surplus likewise had their origin. The ad-

vent of the depression and attendant reduction in con-

sumer income effectively disposed of the stable price 

structure and reasonable returns formerly secured by 

collective bargaining. For a short time, producer 

associations were able to maintain fluid mJ.lk prices, 

though returns fol'"' milk surplus succombed much earlier 

to competitive prices. Under the collective bar--

gaining arrangementJ producer associations and asso-
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cJ.ation dealers were responsible for the producers' 

milk surplus, the producer receiving a so-called 

1'blend ,., retur~1 tased on production use. \t!ith the 

ever-increasing disparity between fluid and milk 

surplus prices~ the 1 blenc1ed '' return to producers 

gradually fell below the prevailing fluid milk price. 

Non .. aff:l.l].atecJ. dealers, unburdened by the rn•oblem of 

milk surplus, buy~ng from other producer sources in 

accordance w:i.th their need, were thus ::i.n a ~)osition to 

buy at a su1Jstantia1 margin over the ·blend 1' price 

and still process for fluid sale at a lower cost. From 

a competitive stanc1r~o1nt) the non--aff:Uiatec1 dealer 

gained an advantage over· the dealer l"luy:1.ng at classified 

prict=>::\, be:l.ng i1.1 tl1e posi t:l.on to pass on cost savings 

to the consnmer :i.n the form of reduced prices or 

price ells counts. EvontThally, these conditions broke 

down assoctatlon flu:Ld mille prices, but not unt:Ll after 

membership had substantially declined and the associa-

U.on' s role tn collect:t ve bargaining had been serlously 

curtailed. 

3. RUINOUS COMPETITION. - --,-----------·---··---·-
As a corollary to the decreased effectiveness of collec-

t i ve bargaln1ng, and a c.oJ:>responcl:Lng loss in market 

stability, the milk market became dominated by drastlc 

c.ompctitive pra~tices. An extraordinary period of 

price-cutting followed in the wake of reduced consumer 

inc.ome and a substantial decline in mil~ sales. Dis-

tribution c.osts remained relatively high; despite the 



fact that milk sold at ruinously low prices. Pro-

ducers, with the collapse of collective barQ;aining, 

were particularly hard hit and had little market 

protect:lon. Price wars and milk strikes were prev-

alent and unemployment became commonplace, The situa-

tion was further aggravated by additional competition 

from former employees selling milk at reduced prices 

as peddlers or subdealers. 

4. THRENr r~po PUBLIC HEALTH AND ~JELB'ARE. ---·---------------·------·--- -.. - ..... ----~-~---··---..-... - .. _.... 

rrhe effect of disorganized market stab:llity re·-·empha-

sized the importance of inherent dangers to public 

health existing in the absence of a sound milk market. 

Inac_,:!rlua te Petul"ns to producers were manifested :Ln a 

generQl lowering of quality and a tendency to disregard 

sanitary and health requirements. The intense com-

peti t1ve stJ.1 uggle fermented price wars, strikes and 

other disorders. Likewise, to reduce costs of pro-

duction, marketing and distribution, producers and 

dealers indulged in unfair and destructive trade 

practices--ultimately to the detriment of the public 

at large. 

To counteract the tendency of economic instability purportedly 

latent in the milk industry, many of the several states, from 

time to time, have expediently adopted remedial leg2slation. 

Reasons and purposes justifylng such enactments have been 

variously defined, but few with the exactitude found in the 

preamble to the milk control law of the State of Alabama 
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(Code, 1940, Title 22, §205), which is as follows: 

"It j_s hGreby decletred that milk is a necessary 
a rL:_cle of food fo·c human consumpt:t.on; that the 
production and maintenance of an adequate 
supply of healthful mille of proper chemical 
and physlcal content, free from contamination, 
:Ls vi tal to the publ:i c health and WG 1 fare, 
and that the product :'.on, trans porta t:Lon, process·· 
~l. ng, storage, d:·.s ti':!.bution and sale of mi llc, in 
the State of Alabama, is an industry affectin~ 
the publ:Lc health and :mterest: that unfair, un-· 
just, destruct~ve and demoralizing trade practices 
have been anJ now are being carried on 1n the pro­
duct~_on, mar~cet:·,_ng_, sale, processing and c:.:,_stribu-­
tion of milk, which const~.tute a constant menace 
to the health and welfare of the inhabitants of 
this state o.nc1 ten(l.s to undennine sani tar>y rGgu-· 
lations anti standards of content and pur1ty, that 
health regulations alone ar~ insufficient to 
safeguard the ·'consum1ng publ:Lc from future "tnac1e ·· 
quacy of a SUflpJ.y of th1s necessary commocEty_ that 
1 t :Ls the p·:JL,_cy of th:Ls Eltate to promote, foster 
and encour>ag~~ the .Lntell:,_gent pToduct~Lon ancl. 
orc1el~ly rnar[{(?t:l.ng of commocl.:Lties necessary to 
its citizGns, including milk, and to stabilize 
marketing of such commoc1it1es~ that flu:Ld m::'i.lk 
is 8. pe r~1.sha :J 1.e commodity easily contam].nat;ed 
with harmful bacteT~a, which cannot be stored 
for any great J.en;~th of t~·-me and wh::Lch must be 
produced and dlstr.,.buted fresh daily, which 
supply cannot be Tegulated from day to day, butJ 
due to natural and seasonal conditions fluctuates 
from day to dny~ that this surplus milk, though 
necessaTy and unavoidable, unless regulated, tends 
to undermlne and c1estroy the flu.i.d mille industr'y~ 
that invest~~.c;at1on s.nd exper:'..ence has shown tllat, 
due to the nature of milk and the conditions sur­
rounding its productjon and marketing, that unless 
the producers, distributors and others engage in 
the marketing of m11k are guaranteed and ~~.nsured 
a reasonablG profit on milkJ that both the supply 
and quality of mille are affected therGby to the 
detriment of ~nd a~ainst the best interest of the 
c:l_t].zens of th:c.s state whose health and 'v'll:;ll-'):;·>nr-; 
aTe vitally affected thereby: that where no super­
vision and regulation is provided for the orderly 
marketing of mi1k, past experience has shown that 
in flush seasons of pro<Juctlon, when surplus m]_l:c 
:L s great anc1 the pPlce which ppoduc.e rs and ot1·1ers 
are able to obtain for milk is below the cost of 
production, that ofttimes strikes invade the 
market, followed by bombings and bloodshed, 
wh:Lch oftt-i_lt1es p:i."events tlle consuming publJ.c from 
receiving an adequate supply of pure and whole­
some milk necessa~y for lts health and well-belng; 
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thatJ due to the nDtu~ce of m:~lk ancl the conditions 
surround.J.ng J.ts i_)J.:'oduction and ma:ck:eting, the 
natural law of supply and. demand hs.s been found 
inadeqtw.te to pJ:'otect the :industry in this anC:~ 
other stab2s of ti;e Un:l.ted .states J and that J ::i.n 
the public inter~st, tt is necessary to provide 
state supei'v1sion and regula.t:ions of the f1uic1 
milk industry of th:Ls state." 

The foregoin~ statement of facts, policy and application 

of this law is hereby declared a matter of legislative 

determination. 

The emergency preamble to the act creating the original 

Maine Milk Control Board ( P.L. 1935, c. 13), though obviously 

less comprehensive in detail, sought to remedy essentially 

the same abuses. It states that: 

"l;.Jhe reas, the cEs tri b1...1'cton and Selle of m] JJc CJ.nc1 
cream within this state is a businesn affecting 
the publ:tc 1'Jealtl1., welfare a.tv1 general :Lnte:c'est 
of all the people of the st~te; and 

Whereas, unfairJ Cestructive and uneconomic 
.-LJractices :.;.n t~x~ bus::.ness of sc:ud di8tr:i..::JUtton 
anc1 sale of mill;: r:md cr•e.:;,m have cleveJ.oped vJL! ch 
threaten trw d:·_sru;Jt~i.on of sa].cl bus:Lness am:l 
great loss to a] 1 pe·csons engazecl . .in ;:;aid 
bus:Iness anci. v.rh~i.c'n create a SJ.t1.w.tton wlY'.cll 
cannot be adequately controlled and remedied 
!Jy ex:i.st:Lng statt1tes 0 0 ••• 0 •• o o." 

In substance, the gnne~2lly accepted purposes of control 

lec;is la tion seek to insure aclequ.:J. te snp_[.)l ie s of m:Uk of 

proper quality, to eliminate unfa~.r and GestnJctive trade 

practices, to uphold sanitary regulations and standards, to 

avoid surplus product~on and assure reasonable ,rnf~t to 

maintain both supply <:1ilc:'l qunJ.:l ty 0 

D. GENERAL CONTROL PROVISIONS. -- ---~~~-------·---·-··-·-----·- -------------·-
The responsible c2uses for ultimat2 state control legisJ.a-

tion created similar problems in many of the seve~al states, 

The measures evo1 ved to combat these preva:i_J.ing conc1:l. tions 
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genei'ally took substa:lt::.ally the ~~arne~ form~ and as a con-

sequence, shared :in a r11..1r:1r1e~:' of common c'.enom]naturs. Pifteen 

states curpently er3tallL,;:;h8d minimum producer pi":i.ces: f1labar;1a, 

California J Connecticut, Flor'ida, Gecn."'gia, Maine, Massachusetts, 

Montana, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvani3, 

Rhode Island, V~rmont and Virg~nia. EJ.even of these f~.ftecn 

states also establisned prices at the wholesale and retail 

levels: Alabama, California, Flor::.da;. Gecn"'g:a; M2.L1e> Montana, 

New Ham1JShire, Pennsylvania., Rhode Island_, Ve:r."r,1ont ~l':H~ 

IJ:'!1e control laws of tLe f:i.fteen states establ·.i:>h:Lng min:l.mum 

producer .PI'j_ces aPe e~H:1f.mt:i.::l1ly unifor'm as to ;~c.:u:.j_c r.~tef:!nit:Lons 

and p:eovisions. 

1. BASIC DEFINITIONS. 
-·-~......._.,. ______ .___...... __________ . __ _ 

a. ConrJu.tna:t.". fl.ny pe rc.on or a:?;ency, otl1er than a 
m':IlJT-deciJ:·er J v,rllo purchases mLLk for consum~Jtton 
or· use. 

b. Dealer·. A11y cl.:•.st:c:~_butor, ~~n'ocesscn', produce:L"-­
d eaJ.ei} ... ancl bl'Olce r. 

c, Distrj.butor. Any person purchasing milk and 
c1 Is t1:-fl)t.?C':Iiif~ tl•:; same within the state for 
f 1uJ.c1 consum1)t j_on. 

d, Licensee. ~ny person holding a license from 
.. tl1e·-:;:;c-:;gul.ato:cy agency. 

e. Mad<:et o:r' mc.u:--keting arect. Any c2.t:r, tovm or 
c ommui-;:,1:1. ty0:(-'t]:;8'""3-fat<3-·;--cir tvro or mon.-:: of 
the same, designated ~y t~e regulatory a~ency 
as a n.::>.t1.1ral. maP.kr.~tin~ D.re.":l .• 

1'. MD.lc. Flu:LcJ. m1lk anc1 c1:·earn sold foi.' cont.n.lmp­
t1on--;J.s st1cl1. 

r;. PArsJn. Any ~~>ei"son, LLJ:-om, corpol.'i1.tJ.:ln, ~".ssocia·­
t:Co'i1-·ci·-;::; c•tllC:i.' un:!.t. 

h. Producer. i\ny pePson proc.J.uc~.ng m:~J~: fol' 
ffil':Lcl.-conmunrlt:l.on 1dth:\.n the .state: selL<ng the 
same onJ.y to d 'Lstr:J .. butors. 

-- 8 --



i. Producer-Distributor. Any person both 
1J:cc)\Iuc·:.:ri£Ci:md-·-cr:rs·fi':CDuting mille for fluio. 
consumption wi tlnn the State. 

2. BASIC PROVISIONS. 

a, Bond inc, Alabama, CaJ.tfornia, Connect5.cut, 
'QE.;o:r;gia~· Nellf Yor'k and Pennsyl van:la r2qu1.re 
milk dealers to post a bond to ].nsure prompt 
payment of producers. 

b. Coopern.t:Lon. Agency empmlfered to confer, 
~c·oopei'a t-e·1~u1d enter 1nto agreements w~L th 
other state and federal authorities for the 
purpose of achieving uniform milk control. 

c. Equalization Pool. Cal1fornja, Connecticut 
·an(-J-1\fm;T--Y6r;r;:-pr'o\r:Lde for unJ.form producer 
pr~Lces to be pa:~.d t') a.ll producers supply:l.ng 
distr·j.butors J.n mar~,ceb.ng areas a.ffected by 
pooling of r•r2turns of all such m:1..1 1<:. 

d. Excess Product :Lon. ,'\J.abama, GeoJ.'[';:i.a and 
Massc1.cll1.ise-·C·G's'--.,~i;c)_v_:l.de one m:l.n:Lrnum PI': ce 
for base milk, and a lower minimum prlce 
for excass milk or the milk produced above 
the base needs. 

e. Licensing. Distributors required to be 
Tfce-nseiJ_b_y regulatory agency which has the 
authority to grant, refuse, suspend or 
revoke a license accord:J.nrs to prescribed 
standards. 

f. Mediation and Arbitration. Alabama, Florida, 
1\1iifne~;-M<:i_s.E!a"cTi11setts J·-Mor1:ra.na, New Jersc;y ~ 
New York, North Carolina, Rt1ode Island and 
Virginia provide that the regulatory agency 
may act as med].a tor or Etrbj_ tr·a tor :'1.11 2.ny 
controversy concerning fluid milk which may 
arise among producers and distributors. 

g. Price Fixing. Alabama, California, Flo~ida, 
GeorgJ.a--;-Ma.J..ne, Massa·Jhusetts, Montana; l'Lw 
Hampshire, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island; South CarolJ.na, Vennont and Vii"g:Ln:ta 
p:C'ov:l.de for min:i.mum wholesale and ret::n1 
prices. All seventeen states provide for 
mJ..ninn.un Pl"Oducer prtces. 

h. Regulatory Agency. Agency establLshed with 
powe-i;;·-·-:ro- :Li1ve·s tiga."te, supervlse ancl regulate 
the mil!c J.ndustry. 

i. Reports anc1 Records. Licensees requirc;d to 
suTim:L"fr;-epc11:~-s·;-rr1e .. law either listing the 
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records to be kept or empowering the 
agency to require such records as are 
nGcessary or both, 

j, Right of Entry and Inspection. Agency to 
nave-acc_e_sB ana·r:Lgr1tof entry at reason­

able hours in all places where milk is 
handled, and to inspect or copy books und 
records, 

k, Rules and Regulations, Agency to adopt, 
-pi•on!uT[~a.1'e-ar1crenf6'rce rulGs and 1-.egu:La tions 

necessa.:L'Y for> administr>at].on of the law. 

1, Subpoenas. 1\gency empower'ed to subpoena 
-wiffles''f)e·s, adndn:lstez' oaths and compel the 

production CJf books and reco1-.c1s. 

m. Terms of Payment. California, Connecticut, 
··-ae·o-r[£:i.~:1-;· tTevi-Hampsh].re, Net!f Jersey, Pennsyl-· 

van1'l, South Carol ina and Vermont provide 
for· ag(~ncy superv:;_sion of the methods and 
dates of payment to producers. 

n, Unfair Trade Practices. Law may list unlawful 
-·-p'ract5.ces'-o:c·-·~8-rac'f:-rc(~s- which shall be suf .. 

f5cient cause to refuse, suspend or revoke 
a licence. Agency may be authorized to 
estabL~.:sh codes of fa:i:r. trade practices or 
to proh1bi t unfair trac1e prac t:J.ces. 

E • . I!'J c~~ sIs 'l~~~!._Q2.!:~~Ro L __ E_l3:Q.YI~!9_l':J_§_!. 

The milk control 1a.ws of the states of Arkansas, Idaho, 

Louisiana, Nevada, Ohio, Tennessee, Texas, Washington and 

Wisconsin are largely inconsistent with the character1stic 

patterns usually typical of such ligislation. Nonetheless, 

these states by their various enactments retain certain de--

grees of control over gj.ven phases of their mtlk j_ndustry. 

A brief rem.1me of the pertinent p:covisions appears below: 

1. Arkansas. Sale of milk at wholesale or retail levels 
be1owa"-price clete rminec1 :Ln a· spec lf:Led manner is 
unlawful; lilcetlf:lse, ce:ctain pr·ohibi ted trade practices. 

2. Idaho, Dis crimina t:'Lon between secti.ons or communi ties 
eif11'E.~r by (a) buylng at a higher price in one section 
or community than is paid by the same firm in another 
section or community, or (b) selllng at a lower prlce 
in a se ct].on or community than is charged by the same 
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f:Lrm J.n another sectJon or community declared 
unlawful~ l jJcewJse, eer>ta:Ln prohibited trade practices, 
J.ncludi.ng monopoly and unfair compett tion. 

3. Louisiana. Much of the Louisiana Mlllc Control Act 
a·r-~193'8-was lleld unconstitutional. Those prov:lsions 
held constitutional relate to audit of distr1butors 1 

accounts to enforce the sale of milk in the classi­
fication in which it was purchased. 

4. Nevada. The Nevada control law, while substantially 
sim:uar to the typical control acts, does not establish 
or provide for price-fixing. 

5. Ohio. Prov].des for weighing and testing of milk; 
dealer financial responsibility and adoption of 
a method to gu8,rantee producer payment. 

6. Tennessee, Defines and declares unlawful certain 
"tr:-acTe-·p·i;;a c-t 1 co i3 • 

7. Texas. Provides for a code of fair trade practices 
"fO--·eJ.iminate unfair eompet:l.t:i.on in milk px'oduction 
and distribution. 

8, Washington, Act expires September 30J 1956. Pro­
vide·s-foi:;·minimum lJroducer pri.ces during emertjency 
periods not to exceed go days. A given area not 
to be redesignated as an emergency area until the ex­
piration of 30 days, 

9. Wiscons:in. Provi¢es for dealer financial responsibil­
i t·yand.Ei"-t..ldi t of dealer accounts. 
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TABLE I. 

SUT--'lr.W..RY OF PROVISIONS. 

PO HERS OF AGENCY PRICE FIXING 
R2gu- Sub- Li- Medi- Coop- Ent:cy Ru1.es : P1~:i ce Whole- Excess Equal-

lating :poena cens- ation era- and and to sale Pro- iza-
Agency ing Arbi- tion Inspec- Reg- :Pro- & due- t:':..on 

tra- Other tion ula- :due- Retail tion Pool 
tion States tions : el" 

Alabama X X X X X ~r X X X X .. o. 

Arkansas* X 
California X X X :-: JC ~-- X ~-''- •'- --
Connecticut X ~' X X X X X "V 

h. -''-

Florida X --- X X ~- X X X X ..<>.. A 

Georgia X X ~- )'-.. X v X X X ..!>.. _L-_ 

Idaho* X 
Louisiana* X X X 

r1aine v ~r v v X v X ·r 
.A A .L\. A .Ll.. A 

Massachusetts ~ X :r ~- X X "V X ~** ~-
-'"- -''- -''- •'- -'"" 

Montana X X ~ X .,. X X --<r X C\1 -'• ,.,_ .<>.. 

Nevada X X X X X rl 

New Hampshire X ~- v X X v X X ..<"- ..<'... .: . 
New Je:>se;:r X ~,. X X "V X X X ..<>. ·'- A 

N·ew York X X X X ~- X X X v 
-"- .<>.. 

North Carolina X v X 
.._, 

X " ""<r X ..<'- -''- . .<>.. -"-
Ohic~-

Pennsylvania X X X X X X X X 
Rhode Island X X X X " ~,. X X '" .. ,_ -'• _,.,._ 

So. Carolina X X X X X X X X 
Tennessee* 
Texas* """" X L>.. 

Vermont X X X X X X X X 
Virginia X X X X X X X "V X -''-

vJ2.Shington* X X X """" L>.. 

l'!isconsin*. 

* Containing certain contl~ol f'eatures only 
-1§-* In a.;:.3tate of' emergency 



TABLE I (Cont .. ) 

SUTv'IMARY OF PROVISIONS 

Terms Audit Reports Unfair Bonding~ 
of of and Trade etc. of 

Payment Accounts Records Practices Dealers 

Alabama X X X 
Arlcansas* V" ...... 
California X X X X 
Connecticut X X X X 
Florida X "'" ..... 
Georgia X X X X 
Iuano X 
Louisiana* X X X 
Maine X X 
Massachusetts X X 
Tviontana X ~~ 

A 

Nevada* X X X 

New Hampshire X X X ("'() 
r-i 

New Jersey X X X 
New Yorl{ X ~,. X X .A 

North Carolina X X 
Ohio* X X 
Pennsylvania X X X X 
Rhode Island X X 
South Carolina X X V" ...... 
Tennessee* X 
Texas* X 
Vermont X X X 

Virginia X X X 

v/ashington* X 
vHsconsin* X X 

* Containing certain control features only 
~* In a state of emergency 



F. ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATION. -- ----·-------··-~-~· ... --··-----
The relative degree of similarity in substantive provis1ons 

gener·ally character.Lst:Lc of the several state mille con-

trol enactments does not uniformly obtain in matters of 

administrative organization. The state control laws 

are variously administered by agencies which differ con-

siderably in terms of structure and departmental rela-

tionships. The temporary and emergency nature of 

original milk control legislation was a responsible cause 

for initiating the creat:J.On in some states of independent 

administrative agencies. Resulting legislation in other 

states accomplished a separation of ministerial from 

agency policy functions, routine responsibilities of 

adm:i.nisti'ation and budgeting being performed by the de-

partment of agriculture and policy regulating functions 

being discharged i.ndependently by the agency. In a numbel'' 

of other states the control agency, though of independent 

status, by law includes the comm:i.ssioner of agriculture 

as a duly constituted member. Irrespective of agency 

status, in a majority of states certain activities closely 

related to milk control are discharged by other state 

agencies, particularly the department of agriculture. 

Over a period of time, the practical necessity of 

coordinating the var:tous funct].ons :independently perfor•m-

eel by other agencies with state control programs has re-

sulted in a diversity of working arrangements between such 

agencies and the stat:::; contr'ol organization. 'l'he respec-

tive functions of the control agency and the state he~lth 

department provide another obvious example of such a need • 

... _ JA--



There, notwithstanding the fact that the control agency 2s 

charged w~_tJ:l insur:J.ng an adequate suppJ.y of quality mill::, 

state laws have ~enerally provided that matters of sanitation 

and pasteurization are outside the author1ty of the agency, 

such funct2ons usually being assumed by the state health de-

partments. This conflicting participation in activities 

closely allied with control functioning is a general condition 

prevalent to the majority of states maintaining such control 

machinery. The administrative organization of the various 

state milk control ac;enc:'i.es normally fails to conform to any 

stereotype control structure J though each presup.~)oses a 

consideration of certain signj.ficant features J.nherent to 

the administrative process. These state supervisory agencies 

function intrinsically either under the direction of a full­

time or part-time bor:u:'(l or eomm:J.ssion or under a single ad-· 

minis t :ca to I'. With few exceptions, most state milk control 

boards or commissions cons~st of 3 members, generally ap­

pointed by the governor for a definite term of years. In 

those states sanct:Loning a control board or commission, the 

conuniss1oner of a.gr:LcultuPe ].s normaJ.ly an ex offic:'.o member; 

and in at least one stab:, the comm:l.ssioner of health has 

been likewise designated to serve in that capacity. The chair­

man of the board or conunission, depending on the law of the 

particulaJ:' state, is selected by tl'le members of the commission, 

by the governor or by law. Tenure for appointed members 

varies from 3 to 6 years, except :l..n those instances where ap­

pointees serve at the pleasure of the governor. Certain varia­

tions exist among the several states with respect to represen­

tation of special interests on the respective control agency. 
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In most states, the law requires that the board or com­

mission be composed of representatives of producers, dis­

t:r:Lbutors, retailers and consumers, a few states spec:i.f:lcally 

requiring disinterested consumer members. Some divers~ty 

also exists relative to membership qualifications, a number 

of states specifying definite requirements while others dis­

regard any necess:l. ty for such provisions. Milk control board 

or commission member>s in some states are full--tj.me employees; 

In other states, where control activities operate on a part­

time basis, the members of the board or commission receive 

annual salaries or as in some states a per diem amount plus 

expenses, as detex'mh1ec~ by the governor, the legislature or 

the control law. Ex offJc].o member-s generally serve wj_ thout 

additional compensa'c:i.on. DependJ.ng on the particular state, 

control administration may be centralized or administered 

by decentralized local boards functioning only in regulated 

areas. The commissioner of agriculture J.s authorized in a 

few states to appoint administrators to enforce each separate 

marlceting order. The authority vested in the board, com-

mission or administrator to regulate milk prices varies con-

s1derably. The laws in some states author:5.7.e the board, com-

mission or administrator, after investigation and public hearing, 

to f:L.x milk prices to be paid in any and all marketing areas 

wi th:Ln the state by milk dealers and processors to pl,oducers, 

and the pr1ces to be charged consumers by retailers, while 

other state laws author]_ze the board, commission or' administra­

tor to fix prices to be paid to producers in particular market­

ing areas. The relative strength and size of a particular state 

control agency fluctuates j.n proportion to assigned functions~ 
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extent and. number of regulated markets, and the degree of 

centralization or docenL'D.l :J.za tion of activities. 
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State 

Vermont 

Rhode Island 

Nassachusetts 

Connecticut 

TABLE II 

Administrative 0I'ganization in the lJevJ England Sts.tes. 

Title of 
agency 

Milk Control 
Board 

Ivlilk Conti~ol 

Board 

Di v. of r~Tillc 
Centro: (Hl_Lc 
Control Board) 

Div. of M:...E:: 
Control (M:S_Ec 
CoEtl~ol Com­
m5_ssion) 

MILK 
CO!l'IMISSION 

Mill<: 
Administrator 

Composition of the agency 
Ex officio Other members 
members 

Commissioner 
of Agriculture 

Director of Agri­
culture & Conser­
vat::!_mL Director 
of ?ublic Health. 

ap~}ointed by 

Governor 

Governor with conse-nt 
of the Senate 

Total 
members 

3 

5 

-------------------------------------------------------
None 

None 

COMf!ITSSIONER OF 
AGRICULTURE 

:None 

Governor Hi th advice a·~r'i 

consent of the Council 

Governor with auv1ce of 
Counc:Ll. Com.rnission ap­
points Director 

GOVERNOR 

Governor with consent 
of either Senate or 
House 

6 

.i 



State 

Ehode Island 

Ne1v Hampshire 

Massachusetts 

MAil\TE 

Connecticut 

TABLE II (Cont.) 

Administrative Organization in the New England States (Cont.) 

Method of 
selecting 
chairman 

(ex officio) 
Commissioner of 

AgT·i cul tm.1 e 

Election by 
Board Members 

Designated by 
the Governor 

Designated by 
the Governor 

ELECTION BY 
BOARD MEMBERS 

Term of 
Office 

(Years) 

4 

6 

3 

6 

4 

4 

Qualifications 
of 

Members 

None specified 

l p:"oc1ucer 
l dealer 
l consumer 

No more than 2 
members of same 
political party 

l producer 
l retail dealel1 

l public representa­
tive. Chairman by 
training and experi­
ence 

2 PRODUCERS 
l DEALER 
l PRODUCER-DEALER 
l CON SDrlliR (All 
residents of state) 

Training 
and Experience 

Executive officer 
of 

Agency 

Cha i :cman of Milk 
Control Board 

Executive officer 
of IVIill<: Control 
Board 

Chairman of 
Mil1.{ Control 
Board 

Director of 
Division of 
Milk Control 

Chairman of 
r!Iillc Commission 

Milk Admin­
istrator 



PA_RT _II. 

ANALYSIS OF MAINE MILK COMMISSION LAW. --·------·--·-· ------..-.~*··---- .. ---.. ..... 4-·-----·-~-- .. -···-

~ L~g_!_~]..:.~ TI.V~!:II.~!O_~J~ 

The period between 1926 and 1930 saw the development of 

general economic conditions which eventually culminated in 

the great depression of the 1930's. These economic changes 

were directly respons:i.ble for the creation of ru:i.nous dairy 

surpluses, likew:i.se effectlng a tremendous loss :i.n the market 

stability of fluid milk. Efforts of producers to gain re-

lief from these jntolerable marketing conditions eventually 

crystallized in cooperat1vt::·) marlceting pr'ograms. The effec-

tiveness of cooperatives as a means of affording necessary 

protection to producers was seriously undermined by dealers 

in winn1ng over producer's w~:.th offer's of "full price" and 

other incentives. 

As a result of the successful operation of m1lk control 

laws in other states, a bj_]_]., ''An Act to Create~ a Milk Control 

Board 1
1
' (L.D. 9), ~'las :Lntroduced in the Matne Legislature in 

1935. Th:Ls proposed le~isJ.ation wafl patterned afte:c si.milar 

enactments in other states which provided for state control 

of the fluid milk industry. The b1ll was reported out of 

Committee :i.n a new d:-caft, ( L. D, 632) under the same title and 

that it "OUGHT TO PASS~ 11 As an indication of the desirability 

of such legislation, the bill was passed as an emergency measure 

without opposition in either branch of the Legislature and 

became effective February 28, 1935, becoming Chapter 13 ofjthe 

Public Laws of 1935. Subsequent changes in the law are noted 

in Table III, Swrunary of Legislative Changes. 
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TABLE III. 

SUr!JrJIARY OF LEGISLATIVE CHAHGES 
P.L. R. s. R. s. 

1935 1944 1954 
Ch.13 How af-1937 1939 1941 1943 Ch. 28 1945 *1949 1951 Ch. 33 1955 

Sec. fected Ch. Ch. Sec. Ch. Sec. Ch.Sec. Sec. Ch. Sec.Ch. Sec. Ch. Sec. Sec. Ch. 
Am'd. 16h 

-'- ../ l 
Rpr. 317 

., 

.L 

1 Rev. l 
Am'd. 278 4 
Am'd. 64 1 
Rev. 1 

Am'd~ 221 
Am'd; 317 2 

2 Rev. 2 
Am'd. 278 4 
Am'd. 65 
Rev. 2 

I 
I 

Rpr. 317 3 r-! 
(\J 

3 Rev. 3 l 

Am'd~ 278 4 I 

Rev. 3 

4 Rep. 1~8 
-' 1 

Am'd. 13 2 
Am'd. -r~; 

..LO..; 2 
Rpr. 317 4 

5 Rev. 4 
Am'd. 293 3 
Am'd. 278 4 
Rev. 4 
Am'd. 341 

Am'd. 138 3 
Am'd. 317 5 

6 Rev. 5 
Am'd. 278 4 
Rev. 5 



TABLE III (Con't.) 
SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE CHANGES (Con' t.) 

P.L. R.S. R~ s. 
1935 1944 1954 
Ch.l3 How af- *1941 1943 Ch .. 28 *1949 1951 1953 Ch. 33 1955 

Seco fected Ch. Sec. Ch. Sec. Sec. Ch. Sec. Ch .. Sec. Ch. Sec. Sec. Ch. Bee. 

Am'd. 16;::; 
-' 3 

Rp1~. 317 6 
7 Rev. 6 

Am'd. 2'~p IV l~L~ 
Am'd. 64 2, 3 
Am 1 d. 370 

., 

.L 

Rev. 6 

N.S. 6-A 278 2 
Am'd. 64 5 
Am'd. 370 2 
Rev. 7 
Am'd. 471 6 

N.S. 6-B 278 2 ('J 
C\t 

Am'd. 278 4 l 
• I 

A.rn'd. 64 6 
Rev. 8 

Renum .. 317 7 
8 Rev. 7 

Am 1d. 278 L~ 

Rav~ 9 

9 Renum. ali ty.) 
Un •. (Ccnstitution7 

317 7 

9 N.S. 317 8 
Ex. 

* No changes in 1937, 1939 .. 1945 or 1947. Rpr. Repealed and Replaced 
Am'd. Amended Rev. Revised Statutes 
Ex. Exempt from Repealing Act Rep. Repealed 
N.s. New Section Rentlm.Renumbered 

Un. Unnecessary 



B ·~ MA~J~~- MI}::'!S_ CO~~_lSS~_O~~.~ REG!JLATING AGENCY. 

1. MAINE MILK COMPIJISSION. --··---·---
The Maine Milk Comndssion consists of 2 resident m:i.lk 

producers, one resident milk dealer, one resident milk 

producer-dealer and one resident m11k consumer, appoint·-

ed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the 

Council, to serve for a 4-year term. The Commissioner 

of Agr1culture 1s an ex offic1o member of the Com-

mission. r.'IembePs of the Commission, other than the 

Commiss:Loner> of Agriculture, are paid on a per diem 

basis determined by the Gover>nor and Council and are 

entitled to reimbursement for travel and other neces-

sary expenses. The comm].ss:i.on members elect the 

Chairman and are authorized to employ a secretary and 

necessary clerical assistants, prescr].bing their dut].es 

and fixing thei~ compensation, subject to the pro-

visions of the Personnel Law. Legal and other expert 

services are rendered insofar as possible by existing 

state departments. 

The present J.aw vests the Maine Milk Comm:l.ssion with 

extensive authority to supervise, regulate and control 

the purchasing, dlstribution and sale of milk within 

the Stn tt~ . Th:i.s author:i.ty by statute is both express-

ly subject and supplementary to existing state and 

municipal r'ec;ulat:l.ons. The Commiss:i.on as established 

is unauthorized to cllange either state or municipal 

sanitary regulations or to compel pasteur1zation. The 
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Commission enjoys exclusive pr1ce fixing authority 

with respect to wholesale and retail milk ~ales; like­

wise governing matters of licensing and market designa­

tion. To implement effective administration of the 

law, the Conunission has the right of entry and inspec­

tion, being further empowered to conduct hearings, sub­

poena persons and records, administer oaths and con­

duct examinations, and to adopt, promulgate and enforce 

necessary rules and orders. The Commission, when 

circumstances warrant, may act as either mediator or 

arb}_trator :tn disputes or controversies arising be­

tw·een producers, dealers and consumers. To S'Lunmarize 

the foregoing, exclusive of rights of entry and in­

spection and limitations in favor of existing state 

and municipal regulations, the authority of the Com­

mission may be expressed in terms of the following 

powers: 

a. Power to supervise, regulate and control purchas­

ing, distribution and sale of milk within the 

State. 

b. Power to conduct hearings, subpoena persons and 

records, administer oaths and conduct examinations. 

c. Power to grant, revoke or suspend licenses. 

d. Power to establish and change minimum whole­

sale and retail prices. 

e. Power to designate milk marketing areas. 

f. Power to adopt, promulgate and enfopce necessary 

rules and orders. 

g. Power to act as mediator or arbitrator. 

23 



LICENSING PROVISIONS. --·-·-·---..-·- -·-·----·-·-
The Conunission by law ls the responsible agency for 

licens:j_ng m:Lllc c1eo.lers, The law requires no license 

where ~ilk is produced or sold only for consumption 

on the premises of the producer or seller. In all 

other cases, dealers are prohibited from buying, 

processing, dj_stributing or selling milk unless duly 

licensed by the Commission. Applications for the 

issuance of dealers' l:i.eenses must be submitted to 

and on such forms as are prescribed by the Commiss J.on. 

Licenses issued are val:i..d for the period commencing on 

January lst and ending on December 31st following. The 

Conunission is given full authority to grant or, on the 

basis of proper evidence, to decline to grant licenses. 

It may also, upon notice and after hearing, suspend 

or revoke lj_censes issued. In the event the Commission 

suspends, revokes or withholds a license, or refuses to 

renew an existing license, the order does not become 

effective until 10 days after issuance, and then only 

if the holder or license applicant has been mailed 

a copy of the order. Persons aggrieved by any order 

of the Commission are given the right 'bo appeal within 

10 days following its issuance to the Superior Court 

in the county in which they reside or do business. 

Notice of the appeal must be served on the Commission. 

Appeal does not suspend operation of the particular 

order, except in those instances where the Super:Lor 

Court Justice in his opinion finds that justice so 

requires and orders a sus pens ion, a compliance w). th the 
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original order or a compliance with the order as modi-

fied by the Commission, pending determination of the 

appeal. A.ftep hear>ing~ the Super:i.or Court must ej_ther 

affirm or reverse the order or any modification made by 

the Commission. Conv.l.ctJ.on of violation of the orders 

or rules and regula.ttons of the Commisslon or' of any 

state law relating to the product:~.on, distr:.bution or 

sale of mJ.llc is .suff:!.cient cause for license suspension, 

revocation or denial. The Commiss:i.on is enttiled to 

receive a fee of $1 for each dealer's license issued, 

plus a 3¢ charge per hundredweight in monthly payments 

for milk processed or produced. Dealers are entitled 

to deduct l 1/2¢ per hundredweJght from amounts paid by 

them to producers, so that producers are also assessed 

l l/2¢ per hunc:.redweigbt. MiJ.k which :i.s farm-processed 

into cr'eam fo'r the ma.nufacture of butter is not subject 

to this assessment. All moneys derived from license 

fees and milk assessments are reserved as a continuing 

carrying account on a non-lapsing basis for administra-

tive costs, except that two-thirds of such moneys are 

made availabJ.e for milk promotion, education, experi-

mentation, research and advert:Lsing programs by and 

under the dL:>ection of the Maine Dairy Council Committee .. 

Such promotional activlties are l~kewise encouraged by 

the Maine Mille T:1x Comm:1. ttec~, supr)orted by revenues 

supplied by the f/.lai.ne Mllk Tax, levied on producers 

at the rate of 2¢ per hundredweight. 

4. PRICE FIXING PROVISIONS. 

The Maine Milk Comm:i.ssion Law specifically establishes 



the authority of the Commiss:Lon to fix minimum reta:U 

and wholesale milk prices. This authority not only 

governs minimum producer· prices, but includes the 

minimum wholesale and retail prj_ces charged for milk 

sold by dealers to dealers, dealers to consumers, stores 

to consumers, clealer·s to stol"es, producers to dealers, 

and any person to any other person. 'rhe Commission 

in exercising its price fixing authority must satisfy 

the statutory requ:i.rements of investigatton and public 

hearing, due notice of hea.r:i.ng in all cases being 

essential. Compliance with the pubLic hear::_ng require­

ment may be waived by tr1e Commission in those instances 

where the puryose of the change is to effect conformity 

witll prlce regulat:1.ons establ:Lshed by federal authority. 

The law stipulates that prices fixed by the Commission 

shall be just and reasonable, specifying the following 

factors or c:1 ~1.terj_a to be consj_dered in rendering its 

determination: 

(a) the insur~ng of an adequate supply of pure 

and wholesome milk; 

(b) cond~tions affecting the milk industry; 

(c) reasonable r:".>turns to producers and dealers. 

These standards are indefinite, serving only to 

satisfy the requirements of delegated legislative 

authority to the Commission. No indication is given 

as to their relative significance or weight. The 

Co~nissj_on lacks authority to fix prices for one or 

more of the s:LJecif:Jed sales unless it likewi ~8 estab~ 
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lishes prices far all sales in the particular market. 

Once prlces are f:l.xed by the Commisslon, following 

investigation and hearing, on all sales within a given 

market, the Commission is obliged to furnish cop~·-es 

of the adopted price schedule to all registered dealers 

of the particular market. The Commission must also 

publish the schedule in appropriate newspapers, and 

this publicatlon constitutes an official order of the 

Commission with resriect to the minlmum prj.ces thus 

established. 

~ R~P9RT§__ANJ?_B_~C_O~-~~-

The provisions of the Maine Mi.lk Commiss:Lon LaH, in 

addition to defining the substantive features of control 

regulation, also establish certain enforcement pro­

vis:tons through r•eport and record requirements, All 

licensed dealers are required to maintain records of 

their operations and to file reports. These requirements 

are fundamental to the enforcement program as adminis­

tered by the CommiSSion. The data gathered from pre­

scribed records and reports forms a working basis for 

Commission audlt, provi.d:Lng a method of check:i.ng the 

accuracy of the dealers 1 milk classification and pro­

ducer payments. To further strengthen such require-­

ments, the Commission is specifically authorized to 

require milk dealers to keep such records as may be 

deemed necessary for proper enforcement of the law. 

Exclusive of such records and reports as are required 

by the Commission, dealers are speclfically requlred 



to maintain the following records: 

(a) the quantity of milk received or produced 

to~ether with the names, addresses and locations 

of the producel's or milk dealers from whom it 

was rece :i_ ved: 

(h) the quantity of milk sold, including use, loca­

tion and market outlet; and 

(c) sucl1 other records and information as the Com-

mission may require. 

These rt:;cords must be filed monthly i.n report form 

with the Commissj.on, except that those dealers selling 

less than 100 quarts per day may file at intervals of 

3 months, In addition to reports submittect to the 

Conrrrdssion, dealers are requir·ed to furn'ish their 

producers with a record of the amount of milk purchased, 

the price per pound or quart, and the total amount 

paid for each pa~r-per).od. Th1:! r•ecord must include 

itemized deductions for transportation and other services. 

\f.Jhere the 11weic;ht and test~: method of payment is used, 

the record must also contaj_n the butterfat test and 

Class I and Class II percentages. As a means of minimiz­

ing any existing deficiency, the Commission is authorized 

access to all books and records relating to milk. Any 

Commission member or representative by law is entitled 

to enter those places where milk is handled at reason­

able hours for the purpose of ascertainin~ facts nec­

essary to the proper administration of the law. 



6. UNFAIR PHACTICES. --.- ---·--~·--~-----4 

The ultimate effectiveness of milk control legislation 

to accomplish the purposes for which it was enacted 

depends almost ent:LreJ.y upon the continuation of 

established price structure. The potency of any 

price structure is substantially undermined by repeated 

violations of its provisions, the vast majority of 

milk control infractions being constituted by noncom-

pliance wj.th fixed minimum prices actively complemented 

by unjust and unfa'J.r trade practices. The proceclur·es 

governing r-esale pP:I.ce f:i.xing are complex compared to 

those establ:Lshing mlnimum producer pr>icer:J. Enforce-

ment of resale price provisions is less effective owing 

to the difficulty in detecting noncompliance with 

m:'Lnir.J.'-lm resale pri.ces. Generally~ regulation of ques-

tionable trade pract:Lces is held a necessary incident 

to effective price regulation. Prtevention of price 

competition invariably results :Ln other competitive 

methods as a means of attracting customers and increas-

ing.sales. The inter>-related strengths and weaknesses 

of the milk price structure with those of control legis-

lation are not infrequently affected by these and other 

related factors. Undercover competition, as well as 

active and .Passive noncompliance, acceptance and con-

donation of illegal trade practices, appears to flourish 

in the absence of effective price enforcement and 

equitable control law aclminj_s tra tion. Effective en-

forcement of minlrnum pPices also seems to infer str:Lc t 

regulation and control of unfair trade practices, 
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Activities such as price manipulation, below cost 

sales, price concessions in the form of rebates, dis-

counts, premiums, free services or equipment, trading 

stamps, combination prices, extension of credit, tie-in 

sales, donations, advertistng allowances, free samples 

and secret agreements illustrate but a few of the de-

vices and means used to abrogate or circumvent fixed 

mtnimum prices. 

'rhe provioions of the Ma:l.ne Milk Comm:J.ssion Law 

relating to unfair trade practices attempt to elimtnate 

or cascourage the abr>ogat:Lon of fixed prices WJ.tl1 a min-

imum of detail and provtde that: 

11 !Jo method or devlce shall be lawful whereby 
Pr1 l.k is bought or sold at prlces less than 
T/~e seheduled minimum applicabl2 to the 
transaction whether by any discount, rebate, 
f~ee service, advertisj.ng allowance, coniliina­
tion price for milk with any other commodity, 
or fop any other consideration. 11 

PARIJ.1 III. 

MARKET MILK 

A. IN GENERAL. - --·------···---·-

The milk sold to a consumer for consumption in the fluid state 

is "market milk 11 and as such, is dd.sti.nguishable from milk 

used in the manufacture of dairy products, such as butter, 

cheese, ice cream, condensed and dry mille. The utilization 

of fluid mllk as "market milk'; greatly exceeds all other uses, 

its production and marketing in recent years reaching record 

breaking volumes. The rapid growth of urban areas has been 

a responsible cause :Ln stimulating and influencing the location, 

organization, production and over-all development of the fluid 
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milk industry, with the result that areas adapted to dairy 

production have developed 1nto large mJ.Hcsheds for the purpose 

of supplying the ne2ds of the u:..:'ban consumer. An original 

and continuing source of supply of the fluid milk industry is 

pred:J.cated on family cow product:Lon, where farmers with a 

production in excess of their individual requirements utilize 

it to satisfy local ne~ ghborhood demand. The consume I' purchas·-

ing milk under these circumstances is generally acquainted 

with its source as weJ.l as the methods of sanitation and 

handling. In urban areas such as the small cityJ demand is 

normally satisfled by miJ.l.c locally produced on specialized 

dairy farms operating J.n the v:tcin:i ty, often be_·,_ng delivered 

directly to the consumer by the producer. As citjes increase 

in size, lccQlly produced milk gradually becomes insufficient 

to satisfy tlle marl<:et cl.emnnd, giving rise to a resuJ.U.ng 

dependency on distant sources. Milk nrust then be brought in 

from areas of production by truck or train often over con-

siderable distances. Under these conditions, the pro--

ducer is precluded from delivering his product to the con-

sumer and marketing and cHstrtbution must necess::1.rily be 

handled by intc~rmedia te organiza t:l.ons. rrhe process wh:Lch 

involves collection, transportaticn, proce6sjng and distr~bu-

tion :Ls extremely complicated. ']'he vast n·u:11ber of :Lndi vidual 

producers and the nature of tlle process der.J.cs the coJ.1sumer 

any knowledge as to his source of supply. Such concl i t:Lons 

war::.:'ant supervislon to ma.j_nta:Ln qualtty and prov5_cl.G safeguards 

agaj_nst the dnr'.;2,t-'~ C'S of ach:;,lte:..:"ation anc1 ccnt<J.m:l.nat:ion, 

The e GonomJ.cal p:cocl.uct:Lon of 1'mar1cet milk'' by the farm unJ.t, 

29 



as a means of securing n fair return on capitnl and labor, 

necessarily requires pr-oper fa:L'm mana.gement, The indivirl.ual 

milk producer }.s confronted w:!.th the problem of maintain1ng 

a l1ealthy herd of sufficient product~ve capacity to make econom­

ical milk production feasible. Tl1r:; costs must so relate to 

production as to yield a satisfactory return after marlceting. 

In a.Cldition, the Pl"Oduce:c must maintain such concHtions of 

sanitation as will insm:'e an <.lcceptable product. The over-all 

production of milk is responsive to the demand and price rela-

tionsl1ip. The demand for· m-L1k relates not only to that 

utilized as :'market mlll::' , but includes all otheP c1aJ.ry products, 

Supply and demand strongly influence the allocation of total 

m:llk production to i tB var:Lous uses. IJJi:'JeJ:'e the demand and 

p:eice re la tior1ship for a pr'oduc t be com~ less prof:i.table, pro-· 

duction will be diverted to other more profitable uses. Where 

production exceeds the demand at t11e prevailing pl"'~i_ces J the 

pr:l_ce will drop. With a drop in priceJ production is less 

profita~le and becomes reduced. ~~!here milk productton pro-~ 

vi des a greater PI'ofi t than other farm marlcets ·, ex:Ls t:Lnr; herds 

are expanded and others enter into productioni ultimately with 

the effect of price reduction, These fundamental considera-

tions of demand, cost and prtce as c1ete.L..,m:inants of proc1uct:l.on 

in a proper analysis must accord considerable importance to 

the factors of transportD.tion, processing and cEstro:Lbution. 

The channels of transpor-tation responsible for moving the 

product; from the cent~..:::cs of productton to the consu.mer nuffer 

considerable variation depending on the proximity of the 

madcet to the sour>ce of supply. 

costs provide a major :L tern in tr1e pr.ice cha;;'ged to the consumer. 
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.9..!_ .CL~-~JFIED_ PRICING. 

The system of classtfied priclng was intr·oducecl by producer 

bargaining associations during the 1920 1 s and was la tel" Jnc.m_·• .. 

porated as aD integral part of the control legislation adopted 

by a number of states. Essentially, it involves arranging 

the var:Lous m:llk uses into two or more classes and establlshing 

a price for each class. The p1.n•pose of such classif:!.cation 

is aimed at maintaining a higher price for milk d\stributed 

as fluid milk with a proportionately lower price assigned to 

that in excess of fluid sales and used for the marmfacture of 

dairy products. Pr>io::~ to the adoption of state control 

prov:i_s:l.ons, all. d.l.ss:1.f:Led px•:i ces were establj_shed by negotiation 

botween producers and dealers. During this time, non-affiliated 

dealers by buying from unorganized producer sources in unregu­

lated markets could easily adjust to the economic conditions 

of supply, demand and price b~/ paying "flat'' rates :i..n lieu 

of classified prices fixed by the bargaining associations. 

Losses on milk surplus borne by association dealers were 

avoided by obtaining a greater margin on fluid sales in ex--

cess of process:Lnr.; and cast~cibution costs. Independent dealers 

were able to obtain a definite economic advantage by minimizing 

surplus and maintaining a close adjustment over the requirements 

necessary to sat.:Lsfy flu:Ld demands. The limi tat:Lons imposed 

as a result of: inadequate amU ti.ng to deter·mine the accuracy 

of dealers' reported use of mille, coupled with the fact that in~­

dependent dealers could obtain f1uic1 milk at "flat" or "cut" 

pr:l.ces on unregulated markets ser:Lously curtailed the over···all 

effectiveness of the system of price classification administered 

by the producer organizations. 
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ditions contrjbuted to the ultimate breakdown of collective 

bargain:Lng. The subsequent enactment of state and federal 

price regulations had the effect of remedying the conditions 

inherent to ''flat'· pr1cing. The various agencies by compelling 

all dealers to pay classj.fied prices eliminated fluid sales 

below the average or "blend'' price. Since the utilization 

of mille for each use was priced close to its net value, there 

WG.s no longer a.ny necess:i.ty for dealers t· margins on flu:td sales 

to cover surplus milk losses, Accurate milk classification by 

dealers was secured by enforcing an effective system of audit. 

At the present time, the arrangement of milk according to its 

utilization into cJ.asses depends upon the provisions of the 

individual state control laws, As a rule, milk utilized as 

fluid whole milk and fluid milk drinks is treated as Class I; 

milk in excess of fluid needs is treated as Class II or 

"sur•pl us" milk. Since the returns for Class I milk are rela-

tively higher than those for Class II, in order to insure 

the highest returns to producers, the greatest possible amount 

of production should be determined as Class I milk. 

The Maine Milk Commisslon Law defines the classes of mille 

to be as follows: 

''Class I milk" means al1 miJlc, t11e ut:J.lj_zat]_on of 
which is not estabJ.ished as Class II milk. 

"Class II miJ.lc" means all milk the utilization of 
which is established: 

I. As beinr~ sold, cU.stJ:-oj_buted or disposed of 
other than as or in milk which contains 
not less than 1/2 of 1% butterfat and 
not more than 16% butterfat and other than 
as chocolate or flavored ~IJ'hole or sl:::immed 
mille and 

II. As actual plant shrinkage; provided that 
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the quantity of shrjnkage which is 
classified as Class II does not exceed 
2% of the milk purchased in any pay 
pe r:'.od. 

The contr<ol laws :Ln a sn1Etll mj_nority of states provide 

a 11flat 11 pr].ce for> all doaleJ.~ purchases~ ~1.n Maine J :Ln 

a few instances, 11 flat !. pr:i.e:l.ng is allowed as e.n altcr·na-·· 

tive to classified priclng, 

3-:J -- ..) ---



State 

T.1\BLE IV. 
---~~-----·--

---·-·-··~~----~----·----------· FHOl.JU C.eJ{ D I STHIBU'JIO R . 
-:-1l':rx-Pri cc·s --·-- --:·-·---· -·-··-----·------·--·-~·:--···-·--··-
!By-:---areas-TI5ric0?'"s·: Pl.,J.ce Estab. Estab. Fix 

oi' :same : .·~;lans market- season- resaJ.e 
:markets :aJ.l :used wide al pr:icc;s 

:areas equali- pricing 
za t:~.on 

______ :_·-·--~! , ______ : _ _:.l?OO 1 _________ .,. _ _:_·--~----;----·~·-- -----·--·--

Ala. : Min. and : (;.~) : Class: : Base : Min. and 
max. (l) : : : :surplu.s : max. --------·----·-- ·----------«----------.. ·--~----------·------··-·· ... --··--... -----····---·-----

Calif.: Min. 
Conn, : Min. (5) 

Class: (3) (4) Min. 
: Class: : Fall 

(6) : :premium . : : :plan : ------·-----· ----------------·--·-··----~-,;;..~,.-..-.--·-- --------- ..... --.·----
FJ.a, X (2) :CJ.ass: :Ml.n. (7) 
Ga. : Min. and :Base :Min. and 
---··-~ rna~_( 8) ·-=---~·-: q_~:.~·E.!l __ _:__·~·------·-··--·: surylt~-=-~~-}~_. __ j§j __ _ 

:Flat :Base 
MAINE Min, :OJ:' :surplus : Min. 

:Class : : : ---------.. ~~ .... -------. --~----------.-.. -·---·----;--·-----···---
• II I • 

Mass. :Min. :Class : (9) (10) (ll)Y 
Mont. :Min, :Class : :Min. 
N.H. :Min. : :Class : : (12) :M.in. ·-------··-·-·----------------·-··--·--·--··-··----- -----
N • J. 

N.Y. 

( 13) 

Min. 

X :Class : 
: ( 14) : 
:Class : . . . . . 

X :Fall prem: 
:plan 

(15) 

-~--------- ---·------------;-----·-----.--- : Ba s-:'i-···-------"-·---. . 
N. C. : Min. X :Class : :surDlus 
Penn. : Min, : :Cla~s : : :Min. 

: : : ( 16 ) : : : ( 17) 
-----=·-----·--: ---------:- ----------··-:·---------: Ba~-·---:-··- ---
n. I.: Min, : :Class: X :sul,plus :~1in. 
·-------:Min·. , max:·:-- ----!Ii'J:a r---:·--··--·-:---··-----·--·-:Miri·:------
Vt. :or both (18) : or :ancl 

: C 1 c3.S s : : : ~1a x • 
---- --·-·-·· -----... -~ .. .--~-·--·------·---·--------------·-----"--- _____ .._ ___ ....., __ _ 

• I I I . . . . 
Va. : Mtn. : :Class: (20) :Base :Min. 
______ : _ __il~__l_ __ .:_ ___________ : ______ : __________ ~SU_!:_·:plUf? ___ : (19_,_) __ 
------~---.. ··---~------·-------------------------· -.-----------------~~------

(1!-) 

Board has not exercised authority to fix maxinrum prices. 
Slight variation among areas. 
Although law authorized. market equalizatJ.on pools, none 
are in operation, 
Law does not specifically authorize seasonal pr~cing plan, 
Such a plan is, however, in effect in one marketing area. 
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(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

( 8) 

( 9) 

(10) 

( 11) 

(12) 

(13) 

( 1~-) 

(15) 

( 16) 

( 1 ,..,. ) ... ( 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

T,li.BL.§_ IV _(_Q_on ·l 
PRICINq PRA_9TI_CES _QF -~JAJE Mir.:_K. CONTHOL AGENCIES ~-~95~. 

Fixing of producer prices mandatory only under certain 
concU tions. 

Although milk control law would seem to allow no aJ.ternative 
to classifled price plan, dealers in some instancGs, i.e., 
those in smaller ma11 lcets who handle little or no surplus 
milk, are required to pay a flat price. Also, each dealer 
must pay an addit1ona1 amount to those producers from 
whom milk is purchased for sale as Grade A. 

Required to f:J.x min:Lmum r·esale pr:Lces; may f:i.x maximum. 

Al tl1ough the Geore;ia Board has power to f~t.X min:tmum and 
max:.Lmurn pP:i.ces, Gl?Org:La price orders have pr•ovided only 
max:Lmum pr'ices. 

Only j.n New Bedford. 

In certain areas only. 

Uncl.er certain condJ_t:J.on~3 _:may flx m:i.nimum resale prices. 

Generally follow same seasonal changes as established 
for Class I prices j_n New England Federal orJer markets. 

Exerc:Lse of pr).Ce·-f:J.xing authority :1..s permiss:~ve. 

In some areas, producers are paid bonuses for low 
bacter·].a cou.nts. 

Resale price fixing is permissive. 

DeaJ.er must pay a premium, the amotmt of which varies in 
accordance wlth the butterfat cont2nt of the milk, to those 
producers from whom milk is purchased for sale as Grade A. 

Fixj_ng of m:i.n:l.mum i)l"ices mandatory under the order.~ fixlng 
of max:Lmum pr.:_ces is perm:i.ssive. 

One marlcet has pPoducer prj ces above the state-vJide level. 

Price-fixing authority Rppears to be permissive. The con­
trol agency interprets the law as author2zing the fixing 
of both 11mximum and min'J.mum pr:Lces, but f:'Lxes mlnimum 
prices onJ.y. 

Only in the Richmond area. 
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D. RESALE PRICING. - -·~~~~--------··---

Resale pricing has been developed for several reasons, in-

eluding the following: 

To minimize price--cutting and destr•uctive competition 
among dealers; 

To protect producers against price cuts and losses 
caused by dealers' insolvency; 

To maintain state prlce structure by preventing the 
sale of low-priced, out-of·-state milk; 

To maintain distributor margins as a means of insur­
inG reasonable returns to producers; 

To minimj .. ze pr>~i_ce manipulation by distributors for the 
purpose of strengthening their competi t:Lve position~ 

To check rebates and other unfair price advantages 
given customers with exceptional bargaining power; and 

To makr-; r>esale price determinations public rather than 
a matter for secret understanding. 

Formerly most state mille contro1 laws inc1uded either manda-

toj:'y or per'missive resale price provisions. Such controls 

are now llmi ted to Maine, :.:New Hampshire, Vermont, Rhode 

Island, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, 

Montana and California. In Maine, the fixing of minimum 

resale prices is mandatory. The laws of most of the above 

states lack certainty in defining the products subject to 

resale pricing and generally fail to provide a definite basis 

for differential pricing. The fact that resale pPices must 

be established in close ~elationship to producer pr).ces works 

an evident limitation in determining the resale pr~ce. In 

each state, there is lJ.ttle or no cas tinction macle between the 

respective price-fixing criteria, the various states merely 

providing that certain factors shall be considered in establish-

ing prices generally. These criteria usually include: public 



~nterest, adequate supply of quality milk, costs of process­

ing and distribution and a reasonable return to dealers. The 

administrative problems encountered in resale pricing are 

manifold. Policy-wise, the prices established by an agency 

cannot be confiscatory or such as will reduce fluid con-

sumption. The range of products subject to resale pricing 

usually includes the several types and grades of milk, various 

grades of cream, skimmilk, buttermilk and flavor·ecl. mille 

drinks. The state in projecting resale prices have estab-

lished price differentials for products sold jn bulk as well 

as in glass and paper containers and nlso for gallon, half­

gallon, quart, pint and half-pint quantities. More often than 

not, price different:l..als, have been established between store 

and home sales, In addition, state resale prices have 

varied with the size and location of market areas. The 

necessity of maintaining a proper relationship among these 

prices in adjustment to fluctuating conditions requires ef·" 

fective agency administration. The fact that dealer opera-

tions vary with respect to volume, nature of operation, products 

and distribution outlets presents further complications. In 

practice, control agencies utilize distribution costs as 

the basic cr].teria in determining spl"ead between minimum 

wholesale and retail prices. This involves an initial de-

termination of dealers' operational costs followed by evalua­

tion and a subsequent determination of reasona.lJl'"" ::.c·sts. The 

value of such data lies in its comprehensiveness. For 

optimum effectiveness, costs must be determined for each of 

a variety of product sales at all distribution levelR, ~ith 

allowances for variations in container size, the type of sale 
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anc1 a ttacr.,ed services. 'l'he met11ods used in deter·mining costs 

vary from state to state. In some states costs are determin­

ed as the average of nvailable costs after the el~mination of 

extremely high and low cost figures or through the selection 

of the highest cost figur·e necessary to unimpaj_red cHstr:l.bu-

tion. In other states cost ranges are determined for the 

various operations from costs determj_ned by auditors on allo­

ca t:Lon of joj_nt costs in conformity to standard auditing pro-

ceclures. The ao;ency in each j"nstance makes the decision as 

to reasonable costs and distribution margins. A nu.mber of 

states have developed costs based on data presented by 

dealers at hearings conducted by the agency, while others 

have deper.ded solely or in part on coGt stud'l.es mo.d·9 for the 

agency by various state colleges. Studies of this nature 

have been u13ed extens:1ve1y by the Maine ~Ullc Commission. 



TABLE V. 
UNDER STATE MILK CONTROL., 1955 

Size of container 
for t·Jhich resale . pr:i_ces are set . 

:Diffe:~- ·l /3---l 73 . -, . _.../ :Pt. :Qt • 
Store :ential : PJc. : Q,t. 

State differ- :paper 
ential :over 

:glass 
: 

Cents :Cents 
pel." :per 
quart :quart 

·172 
• I 

:Gal. :Quantity 
:Gal. :discount 

:on 
: reta~.l 
:sales 

Cents 
per 
q11art 

. . 

Sales discounts 
on multiple-unit 

container·s 

:and home 
:delivery 

: lj2 :Gal. 
:Gal. 
:Cents:Cents 
:per :per 
:quart: qlJ.art 

. 

: -na~r·~r 
: plants 2 

: stores;; 

:11 2 : Ga1. 
:Gal, 
: Csr~ts 
:per 
:quart 

:Cents 
:per 
:quart 

. l -,r X 
,,. 

X ·l I? (: ) . ~ ...... ~·,_ • I~ ,~ 

:0-1 172 
( 2 )' (~) 

A J.a. l 12 J ~ 1? · 
----------------------~----~~~~O~l/2~0~--~~~~~2~:~0~-~l~/~2~:~0~.--3~~~/L-

: ( ?. ) : ( 2 ) : ( 2 ) ( 21. 
Calj_f. 

X v X 
... ,. 

A a \ ._., ' 
(4) X X v· : 1;2 -''- l/2 :2 172 

(r-) \:J 

Fla. 

l v 
( •.J l_ v X X :2-3 .!>.. .h Ga. 

,,. ( 6) X v - .!>. A 

----·· ---v . . y ,,. ,,. 
A . . "'- ~,_ .r~ Mont. : ( 7) 2 

l v .,._.., .. v . \0) l .t\. ..t:::.. .A . 1\T -rr 
.1.; • .:.~l. 

:1- l l/2 
( \' v X v 2j .i>. A 

l "<r X •r v )1-.. : ..L A A .i:. 
V" y ·-·---v---

X . {9) 3 .II. il. : . 
:-------;;----1-'-/_2 _______ ___,;_1/'2 R. l. • 

Vt. 
0-2 ,,. ~,y X ,,. l-2 A _('..,. I-.. Va. 

! ? ) \- (10) 

(:].) If h·-ro single qu.art packages are jointed togethel" tnto a s~:..ngle non-separable unit~ they 
sell at the same price as a single half-gallon container. 

( 2) Varies by mai'lcet ar'eas. 
See next page for ether notes. 
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( 3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Flat price per quart plus a delivery charge of 3 cents for each delivery of fluid 
milk ~m Alemeda-Cor..tra Costa marketing area; flat Pi"'ice less 1/2 cent per quart for 
deliveries in excess of 60 quarts per month in Los Angeles~ Orange and San Bernardino­
Riverside market:'.ng areas. 

In some areas. 

One-half cent per quart d}_scount for all milk sold in l/2 gal. containers or in 
2 single quart pacl-cages when securely joined together. 

lO-o1.,mce pacl{age. 

(7) On cash-and-carry sales only. 

( 8) 

(9) 

(10) 

Retail price of 8 or more l-quart bottles delivered at one t:'.me to one customer 
at one address ~or home consw~ption may be 1 cent per bottle less than the scheduled 
retail single quart price. Also~ all milk in pint bottles charged at the pint schedule 
except single pints sold in combination with one or more quarts:; at wl1icl1 time the 
single p:.;_nt may be dn:cged for at one-half the scheduled quart price. 

\rJhen sold cash-and-carry to consu.rners at processing plant in quanti ties of 4 quarts 
Oj_"' more. 

In some areas~ 1 cent per quart to retail customer buying 6 or more quarts of milk 
per day per calendar month for home delivery; 2 cents per quart per customer buying 
12 or more quarts per day per calendar month for home deli?ery. 

1 
:o 
:::t 

l 



Type and size 
of mc.r~Ket 

Population 
Under 50~000 
Controlled: 

Range 
Uncontrolled: 

TABLE VI. 

SUIVIT,lt\.HY OF PHICE SPREADS FOH FLUID T-TILK DISTHIBUTIO~-T 
-rrfCONTROL:LE:UAND UNCONTROLLED r<L~.FJ<:ETS _, BY IviARKET 

SI'ZE _, JANUARY 1~54 

: Nt.un be r 
of 

:lVIarkets 

7 
I 

Price Sp:t:eacl --------
Retail ~mole-

sale 

Hhole­
StoJ."'e :sal::: ylus 

: store 

Cents per qu2rt of milK 

10.3: 
.9.·3-ll.l: 7.l-

,..., .9: i 
8.6: 

: 

2.1: 10.0: 
2 (')_'") ~- :J , - 10.6: •"-" ..._ . ....,. -· . -'-

Average 11 10.3: r-, 8 ( . . : 2.3: 10.1: 
q 7· '7 8 

Store differ-

0.3: 
0.0-l.O: 0.0- 1.0 

0.2: 'l 0 v._ 
0.0- '") -l.0-3.0: 12.1: 0.0-l.O: _... • I • f • ~ - .:).':) "a·~ ...,. e · · ~( 8 1 2 ' · z:; q r-.. 11e,· • • • -...L.. • ..L. _,.c-

--=~:-n ' .c::----------______ __;_ _ __::::_:___...::::__c~--'-----"::_:_--'-_;__---"-----"-----'----___;::__;_;::;_ __ _ 
.t'OJ__u.LavlOn 

50,000-99,000 
Controllea-:----

1'>-vel"age 
Range 

Uncont:colled: 
A'.rerage 
Range 

-~ Population 
100~000-199,000 
Contr·olled: 

Average 
Range 

Uncor1trolled: 
Aver@ge 
Range 

-~ Population 
2 oo, 000-39S· J ooo 
Controllecl: 

Avel'age 
Range 

·:.,Uncontrolled: 
Average 
Range 

0 u 

15 

5 

18 

8 

10 

10.7: "" ,-o.o: 
9.2-13.2: 7.2-10.·3: 

11.6: 9.1: 
8 7 1 3 ·?· • - J_ • ..._. .5.7'-10. 7: 

: . . 
10.8: 8o2: 

10.4-11.1: 7.2- n 9· 0. . 

11.6: 8 0 • u: 
9 - l~ r .j- b.o: r S l"' c o._- c::.o: 

: . . 
10.6: 8.1: 

8.8--11.4: 7.2- 8.8: 

11.5: 8.9: 
:10.5- 13.~ 7.5-10.1): 

: 

l. ']: 10.5: 0.2: 0.3 
1.5-2.3: 9.2- 12~3: 0.0--l.O: 0.0- 1.0 

2.4: 11.5: 0.1: 1.0 
2.0-3.5: 8.7- 13.2: 0.0-1.0: 0.0- 4.5 

: . . 
2.2: 10.4: 0.4: 0.5 

2.0-2.5: 9.4- ll.l: 0.0-l.O: 0.0- 1.0 

? -~-:::>: 11.3: 0.3: 1.1 
1.5-4.0: 8.6- 14.6: 0.0-2.0: 0.0- 2.5 

: 
2.1: 10.2: 0.4: 0.5 

1.5-3.0: 9.4- 11.4: 0. 0-L 0: 0.-Q- 1.0 

2.3· 11.2" 0 ,, . 
.'+ 1.4 

J .S-i.S: q.}- l?.t:;: 0.0-l.C::~ (! n_ c: r\ 



Type and size 
of market 

Population 
400,000-999~000 
Controlled: 

Average 
Range 

Uncontrolled: 
Avei'age 
Ranr:r,e 
Population 

l~OOOJOOO and over 
Controlled: 

Average 
Range 

Unconti'olled: 
Average 
Ranse 

All r~1arlcets 
Controlled: 

A\rex")age 
PLa~:1ge 

Uncontrolled: 

Number 
of 

:Markets 

3 

11 

2 

2 

33 

Average 67 
Range 

Gi"and Total: 

TABLE VI. (Con't.) 

Retail Whole­
sale 

: v-r:'lole-
Store :sale plus 

store 

Store differ­
ential 

Sin0~e High 
Quart 

Cents per quart of mille 

11.6: 
ll.O-:J-2.3: 

8.6: 
7.5- 9.3: 

11.2: 8.3: 
0 6-1~ 4· 7.1-10.9: J• -.....-•_· __ 

10.7: 7. 6: 
10.6-10.8: 6.6- 8.6: 

11.8: 9.1: 
l' 5 10 '"'· ..... ...L. --t..."-.c. 8.5- 9 '7. • I • 

10.7: 8.2: 
8.8-13.3: 6.6-10.8: 

11.3: 8 ~-. '.) . 
7.8-16-6: 5 8 l? 6· ~ -..1..~1> • 

: 

2.2: 10.8: 0.8: 1.3 
1 5 ? ~. . ---:J· 10.0-ll.oc·. 0 0 l S·O 0 1 5 ~ ~ . --·--· . - . 

2.2: 10.6: 0.7: 1.9 
0 h ~ 5• n 7 '2 0· 0 0 ~ 0 0 5 - 0 

o ...) - ::J • ~-·--o-=·:.....:·c_-_-'-_•.:...:.:;;:;__• --'-~ _-c.__..:_. _: ----=-· ;:__----=:;.~....:.· ___ _ 

l n 
~.o: 9. 4: 1.2: 1.2 

1.2-2.5: 9.1- 9.8: 1.0-1.5:1.0- 1.5 

2.2: 11. L~: 0.5: 4.5 
1.5-3.0: 11.2-11.5: 0.0-1.0: (4) 

2.1.: 10.3: 0.4: 0.5 
l ·~-3 0· . .._ . . 9.1-12.3: 0.0-1.5:0.0- 1.5 

2.4: 11.0: 0.3: 1.3 
0~5-4.0: 7.8-14.6: 0.0-2.0:0.0- 5.0 

Average 100 11.1: 8.5: 2.3: 10.8: 0.3: 1.0 
Range 7.8-16.6: 5.8-12.6: 0.5-4.o:· 7.8-14.6: o.0-2.0:0.0- 5.0 

( 1) Marlc::=t size based on 1950 population data. 
( 2) All averc:,ges are simple averages, not weigh~ed 'oy market size or volu.i'Tie of sales. 
(3) The nhigh 11 store differential refers to difference between single-quart, home-delivered 

price and the lmv-est reported out-of-store price--usually a mul tiple-u..ni t price. 
(4) Both markets report high store differentials of 4.5 cents. 
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~ P~_ICE; __ _R~FF_ERENTIALS ~-

Resale prices established by state milk control agencies 

have ordinarily allowed prlce differences varying with: 

Location and s:J..ze of marlcet; type of service; quality of milk; 

kind and size of container; and quantity of milk sold. 

1, LOCAr:r.IQ!!_~ND ~IZJ?_Q~A~~T. 

Resale prices are necessar:Uy subject to a certaj_n amount 

of variation among market areas due to their location 

and s ].ze. As a rule, markets located in milk··defici t 

areas are obliged to secure higher prices in order to 

offset their additional supply costs. For this reason, 

state milk control agencies have adopted the policy 

of specifying minimum resale pr>ices for ind~Lvidual 

market areas, Pather than establishing 11 blanlcet" resale 

provisions. 

2. TYPE Q-~--SERVI_Q;E. 

The subject of price differentials has become extremely 

controversial in resale price administration with re­

spect to the amount of differential perm:L tted between 

store prices to consumers and pr-ices for home-delivered 

mi.lk. Retail distributors and labor unions, with the 

frequent support of producer organizations, have sought 

to minimize store differentials. Wholesale distribu-

tors and chain stores, together with various consumer 

factj_ons, have consistently agitated for the maximum 

possible allowances. Those for minimizing differen-

tials argue that home distribution tends to promote 

milk consumption and that decreased milk consumption 

would result from increased store sales; and that an 

-- Lt3 --



expansion in store sales would be accompanied by a 

reduction in home distribution and increased delivery 

costs, with an over-all tendency toward lower consump-

tion. They further contend that stores resort to 

the frequent use of milk as a loss leader, Those favor-

ing store differentials maintain that the consumer 

who elects to perform his own services in carrying his 

milk home should b~ entitled to do so at a prlce saving. 

The results of a number of studies made of retail de-

livery and store distribution costs have adequately 

demonstrated that store distribution is possible in 

larger cities at a substantial saving to the consumer 

over home delivery costs. This has not been shown to 

be tru.e of the smaller cities and towns. The effective 

use of cost data by state milk control agencies in de-

termining relatj_onships between delivery and store 

prices should necessarily emphasize those differences in 

conditions which affect their relative costs. The fact 

that wage increases tend to result in greater differences 

in the unit costs of these services has a considerable 

significance as to possible price allowances. Those 

conditions favorable to store distribution generally 

exist where stores are conveniently situated w:1 tl1 

respect to consumers, where home delivery is inconvenient 

or undesirable, or where customers are in a position 

to obtain the price savings connected with cash-carry 

buying. Apparently, milk consumption is st1.mula ted 

through the availability of low-priced milk. There is 

a complete absence of data to substal:+-i.A.t~ thP r,nt~nt.ion 
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that home delive1.,y lncreases milk consumption, though 

various stvdies have shown that reductions in delivery 

volume inevitably result in hlgher home-delivery costs 

and lower efflciency. These conditions are apparently 

borne by consumers who prefer the convenience of home 

delivery over price advantage or by those who, because 

of clrcumstances, are unable to obtain the benefl.ts of 

store distribution. It would seem evident that home 

delivery costs depend to some extent upon store sales, 

costs tending to j_ncrease :ln relation to the volume 

of store sales. The contention that stores use milk 

as a loss leader is probably true in a number of 

lnstances, though there is little evidence to ind1cate 

that stores make it a continual practice. Invar~wbly, 

state milk control agencies have been forced to contend 

with rising costs in milk distribution as opposed to 

demands calling for wider differentials between store 

and home delivery prices or for the establishing of 

such differentials. Spencer and Christensen* in 

their analysis conclude tl1at: 11 In the main, the mill( 

control agencies that fix resale prices have resisted 

this pressure for widening or establishing store dif-

ferentials and have kept the retaj.l prices at stores 

in the larger citles closer to the delivered prices 

than they would have been without regulation. It is 

probable, however, that in most markets of less than 

* Spencer, Leland and Christensen, S. Kent, "Milk 
Control Program of the Northeastern States--·· Part I, 11 

Cornell University, Agri, Exp. Sta. Bul. 908, Nov. 1954. 
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50}000 population} store differentials would not have 

been established even though dealers and storekeepers 

had been allov1ed to determine retail prices competi·· 

tively." It should be pointed out that chain stores 

have repeatedly requested state milk control agencies 

for lower mini.mum prlces and have been refus,:;d. In 

Maine, irrespect~ve of distributlon outlet, the Milk 

Commission still continues to fj.x the same m:Lnimum 

resale price and it has never established store dif­

ferentials at any time since 5.ts creation. With r>e­

spect to those state milk control agencies authorized 

to regulate resale prices; the evidence would seem to 

indicate that they have been a responsible factor in 

retardi~g the development of store differentials. 

? . Q.U,~J:rl~~_QF _MI~IC 

The milk control aGencies of a number of states have 

established m~i.n:Unum resale pr:Lces for the c1iffeJ:ent 

grades or qualities of milk. Price differentials 

have genePally been prov~l.ded for special or prem].um 

milk, such as milk containinG a higher peJ:centage of 

butterfat than standard milk, homogenized milk, 

Vitamin D milk; and Vitamin D.homogenized mill<. The 

necessity for establish~ng grade or qualj.ty differen­

tials seems to be to offset coml'letitive advantage, 

since differences in grade and quality have a com-

petitive effect on sales as well as price. 

State milk control agencies in fixing resale prices 

have frequently established price differentials for 
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different size contDJ.ne:c>s which generally :ceflect the 

var1ous differences in packaging and distribution costs. 

Trade practices, such as higher prices per quart for 

milk sold in pint or half-pint containers and lower 

pr:Lces per quart for mul t:i.ple quart sizes have partially 

been accepted by state milk control agencies and have 

resulted in appropriate price differentials. Irrespec-

t:l.ve of the greater use of 2--quart conta).nel's and 

gallon jugs, none of the control agencies in the north-

eastern states as yet per'mi t a lower retail pr:Lce per 

quart for multi-~Jle·-unit sales than for quaPt sizes. 

Tl1e m:Llk control ar::;enc:Les of a major:Lty of states have 

not au~horized a price for milk sold in gallon jugs. 

In fact, the use of gallon jugs as milk containers 

is illegal in a number of milk control states, even 

though their use finds wide acceptance in many state 

markets. Policies governing the resale pricing of milk 

sold in paper or glass containers likewise depends 

upon the ind:t vidual state agency. In f,1atne, unt:Ll 

recently (April lst, 1956), the price of milk in paper 

containers was fixed at one cent per quart above that 

sold in glass. In th1s respect, Maine pol]_cy d:lffered 

little from that of a number of states. 

repeatedly requested state agencies to fix both higher 

and lower min:imum prices for milk sold ::i.n paper contain-

ers. Those arguing for higher minimum prices contended 

that the use of paper containers involved extra process-

ing costs wh1ch should be reflected in the established 

minimum price fixed by the agency. Dealer's des :lr:lng 
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lower minimum prices have contended t~at higher 

prices in effect penalized the more efficient opera-

tors. State milk control agencies on the basis of 

diffuse cost data presented by dealers have accepted 

both points of view as an examination of thelr re-

spective control provisions on this point will show. 

QUANTITY OF MILK SOLD. 
----·~--···-------· -----·--- ·--..-~~-

Q,uanti ty discounts to consumers have been permitted 

in only part of the controlled states. For competitive 

reasons, consumers j_n unregulated states are frequent-

ly given price reductions by c.1ealers depend:~11g upon 

the quantity of milk purchased, though this practice 

is gensrally more characteristic of sales to wholesale 

cus to;ne rs . Milk control agencies in a few of the 

regulated states have permitted pr~ce reductions to 

schools, hospitals, institutions and various state 

agencies; a small number have provided discounts to 

the wholesale trade. The majority of state milk 

control agencies, however, have failed to allow quantity 

discounts, apparently for fear that their use would 

only add to the c1J.fficulty of enforcing min~Lmtun r•e-

sale prices. In Maine 3 quantity discounts are lllegal, 

except as provJ.ded in established schedules of the 

Maine Milk Commission. 

F. SEASONAL PRICING. 

The practice of seasonal prJ.cing has rece:Lved little atten--

tion by state milk control agencies until recently, the 

tendency being to disregard seasonal reductions ).n bot;1 Clas.s I 
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and retail prices. The matter of seasonal artjustments 

seems to have been deferred by agencies for the more serious 

problems connected w).th upgrad:i..ng producer pr~i.ces and :~n·· 

forcement. Prior to the adoption of state price controls, 

seasonal pricing was an accepted. practice in most marl::ets. 

During the months of December through May retail prJ.ces 

were reduced one or two cents per quart with correspondlng 

inc:L'eases between July and December. Th1s ppact:Lce was 

accepted by a few states following the adoption of state 

milk control, resulting in seasonal adjustments in their 

minimum retail pr:Lces. M~re recently, seasonal pricing has 

been adopted by a number of other states which establish 

resale pr).ces. Until the last few years, the Maine Milk 

Commission had formulated no definite policy w:L t:1 respect to 

the seasonal adjustment of retail prices. 

11 The present arrangement :i.s to raise the price 2 cents a 

quart July 1, and another one-half cent October 1. Seasonal 

reductions of one cent and one and one-half cents are made 

March 1 and April 1, respectively."~~ 

Q..!.. FEDERAL ~1ARKETING ORDE~~-!-

The Federal Government through the Agr:Lcultural Marketing 

Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) 

has jurisdiction over the minimum pricing of milk in or af-

fecting interstate commerce. The Secretary of Agriculture, 

pursuant to the provisions of the act, is empowered to act 

jointly with the various states in establishing appropriate 

·:~ £pel"l.'cer, Leland and Chris tens en; .S. Kent, "r1iE:: 
Control Proc;:r'am of the Northeastern States·-· PaPt I, 11 

Cornell Un:l.ver>sity, Agr:L. Exp. Sta. Bul. 908, l,Tov. 1951+. 
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orders. The act does not authorize resale price fixing G.s 

between handlers or to consumers. State jurisdiction over 

milk distribution comes within the police powers of the state 

as properly regulating an industry "affected wlth a 1.11.1.blic 

interest, 11 In the use of such police powers, the state 

does not invade federal jur•isdiction over interstate commerce. 

Where the Federal Government has not entered the field, states 

may adopt price-fixing regulations as to milk produced within 

its own borders destlned for> interstate commerce. The majority 

of such state Pegtllations have established minimum producer 

prices, a lesser number fixing resale prices as well. States 

through such regulations cannot regulate 11 outside 11 milk or 

prevent milk within their borders from moving in interstate 

commerce in order> to p:cotect local needs. States are, however, 

permitted to estab1:Lsh resale prlces on "outside li milk re-

tailed within the state. At the present time, all Federal 

Market:;_ng Orders are :J ssued by v~~.l"tue of the Agricultural 

Market:t.ng Act of 1937. The policy of Congress with regard 

to milk distribution is set forth in the act substantially 

as follovm: 

'' •....... To establish and maintain such orderly 

ma.rket:l.ng condi t:t.ons. . . . • • :tn j_nte rs tate commerce as w 

w:t.ll establ.i.sh pr:~ces to farmei'S (parj_ ty prices) .•• 

The prices wh2ch it is declared to be the policy of 

Congress to establish .•••... shall be adjusted to 

reflect the pJ.1 :.1.ce of feeds, tr1e available supplies 

of feeds, and otheP economic concH t::l.ons whj_ch affect 

market supply anc:~ demancl for mil!{ or 1.ts pr>oducts., . 

Whenever> the Secretary (of Agriculture) finds .•. that 
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the (parity) prices ...• are not reasonable in 

view of the (above 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. 11 

According to the provisions of the act, producer 

prices must be established on a "classified use 11 

basis, Federal or·ders may prov~Lde 11 for the pay·­

ment of prices which will be uniform either to 

all producers selling to a given handler (indi­

vidual handler pool), or to all producers of all 

handlers under the order (marketwide pool), 

subject to appropriate differentials." 

The Secretary of Agriculture has authority to 

regulate producer prices in a given market 

where the producers concerned request and 

approve the order, and such an order will ac~ 

complish the purposes of the act, 

"An or'der may provide that payments to a new 

producer, 'for the period beginning with the 

first regular delivery by such producer and con­

tinuing until the end of two full calendar months 

following the first day of the next succeed~ng cal­

endar month, shall be made at the prlce for the 

lowest use class:Lfication ... ,, 111 By the prov:,_sions 

of the act 11 
••••• no market].ng .... order .•.. ,sl1all 

prohibit or in any manner limit, in the 0 ?RP nf the 

products of milk, the marketing in that area of any 

milk or product thereof produced in any production 
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area in the United States." 

The Federal orders used in effectuating the 

purposes of the act have shown a decided pref­

erence for marketwide pools. As of April l, 1955, 

42 markets operated with marketwide pools as 

against J.Ll. hav).n~ indivtdual handler· pools. '11he 

fact that the Market~ng Agreements Act requires 

only two--thlrcls producer partic:Lpation for ap­

proval of m8.J:'l.;:etw:!.de pools :i.n contract to the 

thJ."'ee--f'ourths neceEH~cn'y for indiv:l.dtlal hancUer 

pools seems to be the ~~nerally accepted reason 

for this result. 
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PART IV6 

CONGLUSIONS AND REC:JMMENDATIONS 

.~B.-.I9E.~· t l...B.~po rt 

The Legislative Research Committee has studied and surveyed 

the operation of the Milk Commission Law (Milk Control Law) 

and held a number of public hearings to provide all ~nterest-

ed parties with an opportunity to be heard. In addition, 

the Committee has met on several occasions with the Milk 

Commission, the Commissioner of Agriculture and Representa-

ti ves of the Maine .a.~~ricuJ. tural Experiment Station and 

studied many authoritative publications. Reference to these 

publications are :mcluded J.n the bibliography to the report. 

In attempting to pred~cate its recomnendatj.ons on the 

soundest possible foundat:!.on, the Conuni ttee has emphasized 

those aspects of the control J.aw which ar'e of the greatest 

interest and concern to producers, dealers and consumers. 

The report closely examines the origin and development of 

state milk control laws and in general stresses those features 

incident to price fixing, The provisions found in other 

state enactments have been summarized and t~1eir theory and 

appl1cation discussed in the report wherever pertinent. The 

Committee has sought to develop an impart:i_al, factual pre-

sentation of the operat:l.on of the Milk Commission Law in the 

light of operative features and experience of other states 

in this particular field. The ev:Ldence presented at Committee 

hearings has not been indicative of any unique departure of 

conditions in Maine fl.,om those experienced in other states, 

though it has been stated. at hear>:i.ngs tl1at Maine, because 
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of 3eographical location, has a better opportunity to 

operate a milk control law. Ev1dence taken by the Committee 

has led to the conclus:l.on that the people of Ma:Lne are 

su~ject to excessive price control regulation. The Com-

m:L ttee believes that the authority of the Milk Comm:Lss:Lon 

should be closely adjusted to conform to the actual economic 

needs of the industry. An overall conclusion, concurred to 

in pr:Lnci.ple by all membe.rs of the Comm:L ttee, :i.s t~1e propo­

sition that price control at best constitutes an economic 

encroachment by the State and :tts per.petuation, based on 

economic need, should be subject to continuous scrutiny. 

Such an exercise of poLLee power by the State, tl1e Committee 

foels, ~s excusable only in instances of extreme economic 

emergency anc1 should be promptly abandoned the moment sta-

b].lity is restored. The rlla:J.ne rllillc Control Law was enacted 

c1ur5.i1g the period betvveen 1932 and. 1935 when the lec;:Lslatures 

of some 27 states adopted legj_slat:Lon of this type to staoil·­

ize serious markc;t condj.tions ar::..sing from the de_pressJ.on. 

Since that time, there has been a pronounced tendency toward 

the repeal of such lavm. In all, 15 states curpently 

re3ulate producer prices, while 11 of these also establish 

l"eta:il prices. The milk industry has become :Lncreas~i_ngly 

subject to additional re3ulation in the form of f0deral 

control, but such control is limited in application to the 

producer level. Sixty-four markets presently operate under 

FedepaJ Iv1ilk l\11arket·Lng Orders. l\~aine has not beer• r:mb,iect 

to federal :Lntervention in its milk lndustry. 'l'he Mille 

Comm:i.ssion Law, as established :Ln this state 3 authorizes 
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tl1e r·1:Llk C,;mmiss5.or;, trJ fj_x and estabJ.ish, after :~nvest::.ga-

tion and puiJJ.:i.c hear:! 1l[_';, tl1e minimum wholesale and reta:i.l 

prices to he charged for milk distr·ibuted for sale w:Ltbin 

the state, wherever produced. The Commj_ ttee has accr~pted 

the proposltlon that producer pr:tce controls, as an aS·· 

surance to producr;;rs, ::1.re pr>esently essential to r1aine milk 

market stability. It further accepts a necessary reten-

tion of retaj.l controls, but only as an incident to support 

of producer price control. The Committee 'is not in favor 

of a pe~~etuation of these controls for the purpose of 

GUaranteeing fixed profits to either producers or dealers. 

The Committee believes that the law should be so administered 

as to pr>ov~~.'1.e a foundation fo1:~ sound. ma r·lcet prices. It 

does not ~)(:! 1 ieve that ~;- ts c:.dmin:Ls tra tion should impede the 

industry in develop:·.n~]; cles:i..rabJ.e price schedules and market-· 

ing :tYeograms. 

The Leg:t.slative nesea:i.'Ch Committee, based on its research 

and study of m:Llk COilt:coJ. J.n M.;dne, mal::es the following 

spec:l.fi.c :cecommendat.Lons to the gBth Leg:i.slature rele.tive 

to the Mille Commiss:Lon La\·f and its adm:t.nistratl.on: 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. §.~'\,rEf'iiT.~li~_()}:_!J.'!f.~~£..!.. 'I'hat thz~ r1iH:: Commission be req.u:ired, 

by amendment to the f\1j_llc Comm:ission Law, to adm:tn:Lster :'i.ts 

functions subservient to a fundamental policy promoting the 

eventual self-sufficienc~ of the milk industry. 

REASON. The Corm11i ttee i1as not been convinced that the:; Mille -- -·-- -··· 

ConunJ.ss:Lon has cons:!.stent1y acted in the spirit in which t11e 

law was written and has frequently cl:Lsregardec l ts l"P89on-
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sibilities in failing to promote and adopt beneficial 

cbanges and improvements. This recommendation is in keep-· 

ing Wlth the temporary nature of economic controls )rev~ous-

ly ennunciated and str·esses the importance of coo~~-:;erat:Lve 

effoJ.~t on the part of t'ne Commission, the Comm:Lssionel" of 

Ag:e:i.culture and the ~ ndustPy to work toward the el~.m:'.nc~tion 

of conditions necess:t.ta ting retent:i.on of the prese11t law. 

2. LIQ_EN~.f_!i.Q..!.. That t11e M:Ulc Commiss5.on be required, b~·-r 

amenc;ment to the ~1:i.ltc Co1mnissj.on Lmlf, to suspend Ol"' revoke 

a dealer's license :J.n the e\rent that such dealer ::...s delj.n-

quient in paymc~nt to his producer, 

REASON. The Committee in its conclusions has indorsed a ·-----·-·--
present retention o.f the r.Ullc Comm:l.:3Sion Law. The law, 

however, includes no provision whereby the producer is as-

sured of payment for his product by h;Ls dealer. The inclu-

sion of a provis:Lon l'equ:ir:l.ng the suspension or :cevocation 

of a deo.lert s J.lcense conc1i tioned on non·-payment to his 

produce~ would strengthen t~e present law by providing 

necessary protection to producers against the insolvency 

and financial irresponsibility of their dealers. 

to provj.de for the addition of two consumer members to the 

p!:>ese11t membership of the r~illc Commission. 

!"\El\.SO~..!.. The Milk Comm:Lssion presently cons1sts of 1 dealer, 

l producer-dealerJ 2 producers and 1 consumer, with the Com-

missioner of Agriculture as ex off:i.cio member. The Com-

mi ttee believes that the adeLL t:l.on of two consumer members 
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to the Commission would provide a more equal representation 

with those interests of the industry represented, ellminato 

criticism directed toward the Commission for this reason 

and increase the confidence of the general public in the 

administration of its functions. 

4. INSTITUTIONS. That the Milk Con~ission Law be amended to 

provide for the exclusion of prj.vate, non-profit institutions 

from the minimum prices fixed and establ:i.sr1ed by the Milk 

Conm1ission. 

REASQN. The Committe:;e ~)e11eves that prJ.vate institutions, 

operated on a non-profit basis and which serve a beneficial 

public interest, should be allowed those same benefits ac-

cru:i.ng to state ins t:L tutj.ons and the school lunch and school 

mille progr~ams. 

5. S~O_FlE:__l?_~FJ!__EREN~~A~. That the Milk Commtssion be required, 

by amendment to the JVlillc Commlssion Law, to fix and establish 

a price differential between milk sold in stores and home 

de 1 i ve red m:i.lk. 

The Committee feels that the present pol:Lcy 

establlshing the same retail price for both store and home 

delivered mill{ is inequ1table. M~lk delivered and sold 

at the home j_s in natur-e an add1.tlonal service to the con-

sumer at greater cost to the dealer and should merit a 

proportionately hicher price over milk sold in stores, with 

the price sav:i.ng accruing to those consumers who choose to 

purchase their milk at stores. 

6. VOLUMJJ: DISCOUN'l'S. That the Milk Commissim: Law be amended 
-----·--~ _ .. _·--·-·--· 

-- 57 --



to prov:tde consumers with price d].scounts for multiple 

sales of home delivered milk, 

HEASON. Under the present law and its administration no ------
reduction in price is permitted for multiple sales of milk. 

The Comm1ttee believes that standard business practices 

whereby the price is reduced on quantity purchases should 

have equal application to the sale of mille. 'rhe Committee, 

in view of its recon~endation for store dlfferentials, urges 

thut such a reduction be allowed only with respect to home 

de 1 i ve recJ. mill{. 

7. FARM ~£\1.~~-.!.. That the Milk Commission Law be amended to pro­

vide for the unregulated sale of milk produced and sold on 

the premises to consumers. 

RE_A_~ON-!. 'l1he Committee believes that the milk producer' who 

produces and sells milk on his own premises should be removed 

from the price-fixing jurisdiction of the Milk Commission, 

thereby being permitted to fix his own price to his consumers. 

Recommendations 3 and L~ of the Majority Report, relating to 

Commission membership and private, non-profit 1nstitutions, re-

spectively, are not concurred in by Senator Clarence W. Parker. 

The conclusions of Senator Parker·' together with r1ls recommenda-

tions, are expressed in his Minority Report, which;follo0s; 
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i:'!_~2._~ r i!_L Rep C2. rt 

The production, distribution and sale of milk constitutes 

one of the most important agricultural industries in Maine. 

There are approximately 5,000 Maine producers respons~ble 

for· the production of t;l:Jj_s multi-million dollar commod:i. ty. 

In 1955, the gross farm income from this product alone was 

$37,251,000. The mil!c industry should not be considered 

entirely from the standpoint of its economic value to the 

state: as mille is an essentlal food and it is important that 

an adequate supply be ava~.lable to thl~ consumer at all times. 

Milk: p:cocluct:i.on is greatly 1nfluenced by the prices pa~Ld to 

producers, and it is essential that this price be sufficient 

to maintain the level of production needed. The Milk Control 

La.w was developed :Ln response to d:J..sor•derly condi t:l.ons 

flowing from the clepresston for the ptn•posc~ of stablJ.izing 

the m:Lll<: industry for the bene.f].t of producers, dealers 

and co<1stune;,:·s. The tUlle Commission, in f5.xinc; and estab­

l:l_sbinc; mln:Lmum producer and retail prices ,has proved an 

effective instrument in maintaining ma~cet stability, 

insuTj_ng an adequate supply of quality milk and -~)rov~i_cl.ing 

a reasonable return to producers and dealers. The law has 

existed for a period of over 20 years and requires some 

necessary changes. The adoption of those changes recom­

mended by the Research Comm:l.ttee in toto would not be 

bener:.;_cial to the industr;y. Certain of the recommendations 

exceed the limits of reasonableness in undermining the 

effectiveness of the Milk Commission Law and raising the 

immediate poss1bil j_ ty of impaired market stability. 
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The minority accepts those recommendations of the majol'::Lty 

of the Commlttee in I'espect to store cUfferent:i.als, voh1rne 

c:l_:i_scounts, farm sales and. l:i.censing. 

With respect to Commission membership, the addition of 

2 consumer members to the present Commission mem!Jersh:q), 

recommended by the majority, is not concurred ]_n by the 

minority. The addition of 2 consumer members will offset 

the present balance which exists on the Commission, giving 

the consumer interest the largest membership on the Com­

mission by any represented group. 

The exclusion of private, non-profit institutions from the 

price-fix:Lng jur:l.sdi.ction of the Commj_ssion, recommended 

in the Majority Report, providing thls recommendation were 

adopted by the Legislature, would severely curtail the 

ability of the Commission to control the unstable elements 

whj_ch are inherent to the mille industry. 

does not accept th:Ls recommendation. 

The minority 

The recommendations made in _the minority report w:l.th respect 

to CommJ.ssion membership and private, non-pr>ofj_ t institutions 

differ from those expressed by the Legislative Research Com­

mittee :i.n its Majority Report, including a variance ::L.n conclu-

sions. The Minority Report represents only the con~luz~ons 

and recommenda tionG of Senator Clare:1ce W. Parker. 
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EXHIBIT I. 

* RECORD OF APPOINTMENTS TO MAINE MILK COMMISSION* 
*(Prior to Augus-:c-s·;--Tg4g:::-IVIArNE··-MfLK CON.TROt--BOARD) 

Frank P. Washburn, Perry, 
Commissioner of Agriculture, Ex Officio 

Harold J. Shawi Sanford, Producer-dealer, Chm. 

Walter H. Perkins, Portland, Dealer 

Wilbur T. Rowell, Brewer, Producer 

John A. Ness, Auburn, Producer 

George E. Donnelly, Portland, Dealer 

Earl P. Osgood, Producer-dealer 

Robert H. Boothby, Livermore, Producer 

Carl R. Smitl1, Exeter, 
Commissioner of Agriculture J Ex Offic:LO 

Ralph E. Redfern, Portlandi Dealer 

George E. Donnelly, Portland, Dealer 

Leon R. Bowie, Durham, Producer 

Frank R. Bailey, Woolwich, P~oducer 

A. K. Gardner, Orono, 
Commissioner of Agi'icul ture, Ex Officio 

Donald L. Grant, Bangor, Dealer 

Robert H. Boothby, Livermore, Producer 

Ranson B. Kelley, Fairfield Center, Producer 

Stanley H. Blanchard, Cumberland Cent~r,Pro:ucer 

Ruth F. Loebs, Waterville, Consumer 

Fred J. Nutter, Corinna, 
Commissioner of Agriculture, E..x Officto 

Rex L. VarnumJ Sebec, Producer 

Dr. Ervin A. Center, Steep Falls, Producer 

Albert L. Bean, Hudson, Producer 

Alan H. Clad{, Houl to1•, Dealer 

3/13/35- 1/1/40 

3/13/35- 7/6/39 

3/13/35- ~/13/3 7 

3/13/35- 7/21/43 

3/13/35·- 8/3/39 

~/23/37- 6/18/41 

7/6/39 - Active 

' 10/19/39- 2/l6/4l.J. 

l/1/LtO -· 8/1/45 

6/18/41- 1/7/42 

1/7/42 - 2/l 7 jL~6 

7/21/43- 9/18/47 

2/16jl.J.4- 1/2/51 

8/1/45 - 9/1/51 

2/7/46 - 6/29/55 

9/18/4 7 -ll/22/l+8 

11/22/48- ·4/2/53 

l/2/51 ·- 1/1/55 

9/1/51 - Active 

4/2/53 - Active 

1/1/55 - 4 12'3 /55 

9/9/55 - Act:Lv~ 

10/7/55 -· Active 



EXHIBIT II. 

Exhibition of Prices Changed in Portland Area from 1935 through 
1954 Showing Retaj_J. Quart Prices, Producer Quart Prices, 

Cwt. Price and Dealer Quart Spread. 

Effective Quart Producers Dealers Quart 
-[fate Retail Qua r~---ChTT. - Spl"ead ·----
--·-- ----·--- -·--

April 7, 1935 $ .12 $ .055 $ 2.56 $ . 065 
Nov. 1, 1935 .12 .0625 2.906 .0575 
Feb. ( c .12 . 06 2.79 • 06 J), 193o 
May 16, 1936 .12 .0575 2.67 ,0625 
Aug. .16, 1937 .13 . 065 3.02 .065 
July 15, 19~·1 ,lLJ. .0714 3.32 .o686 
Jan. 15, 19LJ.2 .15 .0787 3.55 ,0713 
Jan. 16, 1943 .15 ,0838 3.78 .0662 
April 1 J 1 gl-t 3 .155 ,089 3.90 .066 
June 1, 1946 ] ,.- r::: .092 4.30 .073 • _1)) 

( End of o. P. A,) 
July 5, 1946 .195 ,1161 5.40 .0789 
Oct. 16, 19L~7 .205 1 '::>') 5.71 .082 • -- <::...) 

July 1, 191+8 .215 .13 6. 06 .085 
Aug. 1 J 1948 .225 .1355 6.30 .0895 
Oct. 1, 1948 .23 . 1 1-J. 6.52 .09 
Jan. 1, 1949 .22 .131 6,08 .089 
Feb. 16, 191·1-9 .215 .126 5.86 ,089 
April 1, 1949 .205 .117 5.42 .cD8 
July 1 J 1949 .215 .126 5.86 • (\'39 
April 1' 1950 .205 .117 5.42 - ,.,G ~...~ -, • t .. 

July 1) 1950 .215 .126 5.86 ,089 
Oct. 1, 19:-5o .23 .136 6.31 .094 
Aug. 1, 1952 .24 .141 6.55 .099 
Mal"cl1 1 J 1953 .23 .131 6.09 ,099 
April 1, 1953 .215 .117 5.43 .098 
July 1, 1953 .235 .136 6.31 .099 
Oct. 1 J 1953 . 2l.J. .lLJ. 6.53 ,10 
Jan. 1, 19Sl.J. .24 .138 6. ~·3 .102 
March 1' 1954 f)., 

o<-.) .129 5.99 .101 
Apr:Ll 1, 1954 .215 .115 5.33 .10 
July l J 1954 .235 .134 6.21 .101 
Oct. 1 J 1954 .2Lt .13.3 6. Li·3 .102 
l\1arch 1, 1955 .23 .129 6.99 .101 
April 1, 1955 .215 .115 r.· -, 3 ,10 _) . ..) -
July 1, 1955 .235 • 131-t 6.21 ,101 
Oct. 1, 1955 . 2~· .138 6. L13 .102 



EXHIBIT III. 

Comparative Class I Prices 

Port.land and Boston 200 Mile Zone (per Cv,rt. of 3. 7% fJiilk) 

PORTLAND BOSTON Difference- Portland over Boston 

1953 1954 1955 1956* 1 qr::3 
~ 1954 1955 1956* 1953 1954 1955 1956* 

Jan. $6.55 $6.43 $6.43 $6.43 $r c- $5.43 $5.65 $5.43 $0.90 $1.00 $0.78 $1.00 .:).0? 

Feb. 6 ~=::r 6.43 6.43 6.43 5.65 5.21 5.65 5.43 .90 1.22 .78 1.00 •. fJ 
March 6.09 5.99 5.99 5.99 5.21 4.99 5.21 5.21 .88 i.OO .78 .78 

April 5.43 5.33 5.33 5.33 4.55 4.77 4.77 4.77 .88 SF· • J .56 .56 
r'lay 5.43 5.33 5.33 5.33 4.55 4.55 4.55 '1 5' .88 70 . 78 . 78 4. :) .. () 
June 5.43 5.33 5.33 ~L33 4.55 4.55 4.77 4.55 .88 .78 .78 .78 

July 6.31 6.21 6.21 6.21 4.77 4.77 4.99 4.99 1.54 1.44 1.22 1.22 
Aug. 6.31 6.21 6.21 6.21 4.99 4.99 5.21 5.21 1.32 1.22 1.00 1.00 
Sept. 6.31 6.2. 6.21 6.21 5.43 5.43 5.87 5 .l.J-3 .88 .78 .34 .78 

Oct. ~ 5" 6.43 6.43 6.43 5.65 c:; ""5 6.31 5.65 .88 .78 .12 .78 '-' . .) _,.o 
Nov. 6.53 6.43 6.43 6.43 5.65 5.65 6.31 5.65 go .78 .12 . 78 • v 
Dec. 6.53 6.43 6.43 6.43 5.65 5.87 6.31 5.65 .88 .56 .12 .78 

* Estimated 
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EXHIBIT IV~ 

LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS--Census of 1920 to 1954 

Cattle and Dairy Products: 
1954 

(October) 
1950 

(April l) 
1945 

(January 1) 
1940 

(April 1) 

Cattle and 
calves 

farms 
reporting...... 16,677 20,078 26,845 28,021 
number......... 227,523 204,875 230,894 215,883 
value-dollars.. 19,849,281 23,55ls294 17~593~294 9,393,739 

Cows, including farms repor~ing 15,4l~2~--~~~l~9~,~,~la~7~3----~~~2~5~,~g~S~,gr-----~~2~~~~~,~1?5~j----

heifers that number......... 115,655 107,702 140,255 138,206 
have calved value-dollars.. 14,919,495 18,841,886 14,499,033 7,581,455 
""'M=I=L~K;:---:;c-=-o-1,.-vs-----farms re po-r-.-t""""i_n_g-----'--'-.11r;82""'0~· ---- 1 G , 33 7 ( NA ) 2b , 988 

nTh~ber......... 106,513 101,861 (NA) 132,160 
;=:D:-a---.i-r-~-, _p_l_"o-d"'L-lC-t.-s=----_""'f'a-=--rms repol'"Ging (NA) 10, 09"'""3 _________ 1""2,....,_~=7,_.o-i<:2------_...;::;l--;:7""",'""5""'"o.,..o'--

so1d dollars........ 24,339,434* 22,070,916 16,826,837 9,192,067 
vJho1e mil1,_.-c ____ fa::_"ms repor"Ging 5, o23 7, 3oo 7, E2--s-----~c..-:::...,9,...:· ,""'5""'4..,.., 8:.,-.---

sold pow1ds .•..•...• 518,664,765 409,949,973 385,515,605 302,279,671 

Cream 
sold 

Butter, butter­
milk,skim milk 
& cheese sold 

Covrs miL{ed, day 

dollars........ 23,929,051 21,119,674 l5,425,rT23# r(,/51,281# 
farms reporting 1,279 l,29v 1,259 2,463 
lbs. butterfat. 661,056 607,011 742,362 1,804,065 
dollars........ 410,383 414,368 446,575# 572,78~1 
farms reporting (NA) 2,769 4,730** 8,544** 

dollars .... c•••9 (NA) 536,874 954,534# 868,002# 

preceding enum- farms reporting 14,264 16,927 (NA) (NA) 
el"'ation number of cm·rs. 85,609 80,442 (NA) (NA) 

MiTk produced, --------------------~~~~--------~------------~~~----------~--~---

day preceding gallons........ 206,459 210,353 (NA) (NA) 
enumeration 

Cows & heifers farms reporting (NA) (NA) 26,259 27,848 
millced during any 
part of prec. yr.number (NA) (NA) 116,814 123,448 

(NA)- Not available. 
* For l95l.J-, whole milk and cream only. 
# Published values for 1945 and 1940 were computed on the basis of average prices. 

this table, these values have been adjusted to equal the enumerated value of all 
products sold. 

-:t-* Butter sold. 

For 
dairy 



EXHIBIT IV.(Con 1t.) 

LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS- Census of 1920 to 1954 

Cattle anG Dairy Products: 

Cattle and farms reporting 
calves number ....•.... 

value-dollars .. 

1935 
(January 1) 

1930 
(April 1) 

1925 
(January 1) 

1920 
(January 1\ 

34_,911 30;; 74-6 (NA) 41_,239 
245~010 2572048 236~446 300_,74~ 

7_,010_,522 15_,287~798 10_,199_,162 18~270_,810 
Cows_, i~cluding farms reporting 34 _,3BO (NA) (NA) (fJ"'A~)--
heifers tl1at humber......... l58~44l.i- 129~906 158_,260 182_,517 
have calved value-dollars.. 6,020,872 11_,069_,690 8_,158~295 13~400,170 
f-/Iill: farms reporving g'JA 28~9~5--=;1----=--37 _,b--;.,=.;i :::."'". ---""--"--,...3"""9_.:;.~"""3-r.4_,..6--

cows nu..m'oe:r.. ..• •. •. ,JA) 124~952 151,277 175_,424 
Dairy products farms reportr~~~:-·1g---------- ~~TA~)r-------2~2~~"8~9~l--------~~1~t~TA~)r---------~r(~~w~.~)----

sold dollars........ (NA) 12_,527~189~AA)) 15,523_,524 
Uhole miJ.k farms reporting (NA) 10_,009 ~~ ,-----~"-1-2 .02"""0:----

sold pounds......... NA) 241,314_,787 157_,283~508 242,440:304 
dollars........ NA) 7,.134,849 (NA) 8_..881_,006 

Cream farms J."eporting NA { (NA) (NA) (I~ 
sold lbs. butterfat. (NAJ (NA) (NA) (NA) 

dollars........ (NA) 2_,685_,423 (NA} 2_,598_,720 
Butter~ butter- ~--''------

milk_, slcim milk farms reporting (NN,Au.) 
& cheese sold dollars ( ) 

13 'l03-lE-* 
2~706,917 

(HA) 
(NA) 

10 891::** -:;:I' ..) 

4_,063.,798** 
Cpws mi.iked~day 
preceding farms T'epo:;..~ting (NA) 26 _, 123 (NA) (NA) 
enumeration number of covvs. (NA) 97 ~618 (NI~) (NA) Milk produced_, _;_ ____ __!_ __ !:--_____ --==...:,._,:_ ________ ;,__--<--------'---'----

day prececEng gallons (NA) 217 ~868 (NA) (NA) 
enumeration 

Cows & heifers farms reporting 3L!.; 503 30 _,427 38 _, 859 (NA) 
milked during any 
part of prec. yr.number......... 143.,475 131_,426 149.,736 (NA) 

(NA) 
* 
# 

** 

Not available. 
For 1954, whole milk and cream only. 
Published values for 1945 and 1940 were computed on the basis of average pricesc 
this table_, these values have been adjusted to equal the enumerated value of all 
products sold. 
Butter sold. 

For 
dairy 



County Table 
- EXHIBIT V. (Page l) 

LJilESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS Census of 1954 and 1950 

CATTLE AND DAIRY PRODUCTS: 
Cattle and Farms reporting 

calves 
Nwnbe r $ " !P c •••• 

Cm-vs _, including Farms reporting 
heifers that 
have calved Number ....•... 

iVElk cows Farms repo:c"ting 

Nurnber •••..... 

Heifers and Farms reporting 
heifer calves Nurnbe r ....... . 

Steers and bulls_, 
inclucling steer Farms reporting 
and 0u11 calves Nu.~.11ber •.•.•.•. 

Farms reportii1g 
\:!hole milk sold 

Pounds .. 0 o •• 0 • ., 

Dollars~······· 

Farms repoi'tini 
Cream sold 

Lbs.butterfat •• 

Dollars .. co···•~ 

Co-v-vs milked_, day Farms l"'eporting 
preceding enumera-

1954 
1950 
1954 
1950 
1954 
1950 
1954 
1950 
19j4 
1950 
1954 
1950 
1954 
1954 

1954 
1954 
1954 
1949 
1954 
1949 
1954 
1949 
1954 
1949 
1954 
1949 

.1954 
1949 

1954 

t:i.on Number of cm-vs 1954 
MiEc produced_,clay ____ .;:;_:::___ 
prec .enurneration G2.1lons •.••..• 
Butter churned 
v-veek preceding Farms reporting 
en~~eration Pollilds ••.•.••• 

1954 

1954 
1954 

"-- Ana:rG s-
The State 

lb_,677 
20_,078 

227_,523 
204_,875 

15_,412 
19,193 

115_,655 
107_,702 

14_,020 
18,397 

106,513 
101_,861 

13_,097 
88,735 

coggin 
779 

1_,034 
13_,311 
12_,985 

717 
982 

7,148 
7,187 

c(OO 

945 
6,858 
6,880 

646 
5_,191 

9_,048 
23,133 ___ _,5,...:c, H23 ____ _ 

390 
972 
345 
488 

36,022,706 
33,155,010 

7 ~66 I ) .J 

518_,664,765 
409_,849,973 

23,929,051 
21_,119_,674 

1,279 
1,296 

661,056 
607_,011 
l; ; :·, ~ 03 

~-..~- '·' .i _, .) 

414,368 

14' 261-1-

85,679 

206,459 

4 .. 710 
33,018 

1_,788_,200 
1,809,632 

J, 
33 

31,081 
16,567 
20,263 
11,596 

671 

5,447 

13,942 

155 
1,215 

Aroostook 
2,b9o 
3,522 

311 - < 1 
'' J.V..L 

29:144 
2,826 
3,444 

l 7 -·9' - ':5 0 
14,541 

2 :J c(05 
3,185 

14,372 
12,724 

2,362 
11,770 

1,831 
4,993 

608 
639 

45,858,876 
24,9025700 
1,874,676 
1,193,202 

ZfT 
460 

173,877 
132,548 

94,581 
89,315 

2,594 

1,073 
9,033 

Cumberland 
1,075 
1,396 

13,692 
13,619 

945 
1,313 
7,222 
7,466 

t\93 
1,245 
6,573 
7,117 

802 
4,840 

5'7h. 
I.-I 

1,630 
355 
508 

34,862,546 
31,132,362 
1,658,434 
1,661,487 

5T-
83 

37,401 
45,452 
21,334 
31,010 

5,328 

295 
2,119 

Franklin 
7T:3 
872 

11,508 
10,715 

728 
84-t 

5,34~ 
5,336 

1ll 
816 

4,802 
5,03'T 

630 
4,605 

426 
1,549 

289 
365 

22,431,118 
22:177,222 
1,072,383 
1,101,726 

42 
30 

23' 704 
7,389 

18,090 
5,902 

698 

31843 

9, 646 

242 
1,536 



E:XniBIT v. (Page 2) 
County Table LIVESTOCK Al'ID LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS Census of 1954 and 19~~) 

CATTLE AND DAIRY PRODUCTS: Hancock Kennebec Knox Lincoln 
Cattle and Farms l'"'eporting 1954 576 1_,656 455 623 

calves 1950 761 1, 7J 3 622 68.-
\ 

Numbe 1"'1 • ••• ., •• o • 1954 3,898 24_,663 4 66~ 5,97:: ' ' ~ 

1950 3,953 21,920 4,528 s.o6l. 
CovJS, including Farms I'epol'"'ting 19:)"1L 518 1,509 404 -54~ 

heifers that 1950 721 1,678 580 65Q 
have calved ~Tlliube 1~. '0 ••••••• 1954 2,065 12,501 2,283 r::.-2.,oto 

1950 2,188 11,540 2,416 2,503 
Farms reporting 1954 498 1 ,2!-52 393 5lt 

~Iilk COiiJS 1950 678 1,528 569 616 
I 

Nlll1lber • •••..•• " 1954 1,965 11,898 2,173 2 403 
~ 

1950 2,074 11,141 2,343 2;306 
Heifers anG Fa:~ms report..:Lng 1954 354 1,309 328 4b4 
heifer calves Number •.••.•.•. 1954 1,295 10,037 1,819 2,529 

Stee:~s and bulls, 
including steer Farms reporting 1954 272 886 224 328 
and bull calves I:Jwnber . ......... 1954 538 2,125 561 777 

Farms l"'epo:."ting ~ 9~Ll 17o 639 141 14? _L :J ' 
\'Jhole mille sold 1949 263 743 192 198 

Pounds"' . o ll:l 4> a o •• 1954 '7 ,-71 61 5 61,346,898 9,670,880 9,492,052 
i ':J ' ' -'-

1949 5,585,554 L~8 ,339, 528 9,890,183 8,032,923 
Dollars •••••••• 1954 383,903 n as~ 112~ 473,473 482,344 c:,_/ _,,. { 

1949 307,753 2,569,779 551,359 435_,105 
Farms reporting 1954 69 114 28 17 

Cream sold 1949 90 76 28 22 
Lbs. butterfat 1954 4lj893 64,342 14,539 3,306 

194-9 6L},176 70,669 14,359 2,569 
Dollars ••.•••. ~ 1954 27,192 42,840 9,024 1,994 

1949 44,451 47,038 9,185 1_.694 

Cows milked,day Farms reporting 1954 483 1,396 -385 480 
preceding enumera-
tion Number of cows .. 1954 1,670 9,640 1,795 1,980 
Milk produced,day 
prec.enumeration Gallons ••••...•• 1954 3,627 22,729 4,283 5_,019 
Butter churned 
week preceding Farms reporting 1954 211 410 122 163 
enumeration Pounds .......... 1954 1,233 2,919 746 893 



County Table 
EXHIBIT V. (Page 3) 

LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS Census of 1954 and 1952 
Pis cat-

Oxford Penobscot aauis Sagadahoc 
1954 l ~ 161 l ~ 703 - ~-30 284 

CATTLE AND DAIRY PRODUCTS: 
Cattle and Farms reporting 

calves 1950 1~357 2~177 559 341 
Number- ....... . 1954 14~191 30~243 7~357 3,969 

1950 133353 27~017 6~068 3,684 
C . , d- F.-------,..t~---.19· r:·r, l. O;r-,5·~----'-j_, _;;...=5-r-ro-:::-2 -----"--·n--o-o---~_,_2=~;.,-z: ows ~ lnc-'-u :J..ng arms repor lng ::;'T _ 1u· _ u '+vu _..;V 

heifers that 1950 1 3 309 2~084 542 324 
have calved Number .... o•••• 1954 7~116 15~296 3,751 1~960 

1950 6,907 14,131 3~324 1~996 
Farms reporting 1954 1~021 1~522 394 237 

NiE:: cm-v-s 1950 1~256 1,977 526 310 
N'UITlbe r • •••••••• 1954 6~538 14~666 3~383 1,749 

1950 6.?81 13,556 2~926 1~907 
Heifers and Farms reporting 1954 '914 1~386 358 227 

heife::." calves Number......... 1954 5~607 12~685 2~907 1~594 
Steers and bulls~---------~------~-------~~~----~-=------~~~-----~~ 
including steer Farms reporting 1954 597 895 232 143 
and bull calves Number ......... 1954 1,468 2,262 699 415 

Farms reporting 1954 421 770 179 95 

t·fhole mill-e sold Pounds .•...... 

Dollars •....... 

Farms reporting 

Cream sold Lbs. butterfat .. 

Dollars ....... . 

1949 551 990 210 121 
1954 33~361~462 82,477;744 17,664~851 7~978~754 
1949 26~805~165 63,235~473 11,499~414 7,205~423 
1954 13565~938 3~706~873 804~851 433~637 
1949 1~395,805 3~109~268 593~273 405~883 
1954 77 J.22 39 17 
1949 90 123 33 16 
1954 38~267 70~253 21~690 17~418 
1949 385395 95,657 13~960 8~663 
199~ 26.)081 4,3,257 143897 10,797 
1949 27~993 62~324 11~153 6~037 

Cows milked,day Farms reporting 1954 990 1~461 383 233 
preceding enumer-
ation Number of cows. 1954 5,196 11~854 2~781 1~469 
MilK produced~day-----------~--~~------~~~------~~-----~------~-~ 
prec.enumeration Gallons 1954 13~640 29,575 6~618 3~844 
Butter churned 
week preceding Farms reporting 1954 354 354 128 84 
enlli~eration Pounds ......... 1954 2,438 2~571 1,009 494 
--------------------~~~~~-~--------~~------~~~-----~--~--------~ 



County Table 
EXHIBIT V. (Page 4) 

LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS Census of 1954 and 19'~0 

CATTLE AND DAIRY PRODUCTS: 
Farms reporting 

Cattle and 
calves Nlli~ber ......•.. 

Cows, including Farms reporting 
heifers that 
have calved Nlli~ber ........ . 

Farms reporting 
Milk COI'lS 

I-Jumber •••• o •• G .o 

Somerset vvaldo vvashington York 
1954 1,490 1 ~078 644 l:o4f 
1950 1~521 1,265 867 1,324 
1954 25~217 15~109 4~512 15~063 
1950 21~678 125406 4~651 14~093 
195;..,:.4 __ ____:::..;1~~ 3 7y--- 1 ~ 001 6 00 933 
1950 1~423 1~213 820 1~226 
1954 13~022 7,828 2,365 7,686 
1950 11~332 6,790 2~639 72506 
1954 1,335 982 500 879 
1950 1,438 1,188 768 1,192 
1954 12,313 7~451 2,252 7,022 
1950 11,100 6,645 2,450 7,214 

Heifers and Farms re9orting 1954 1,208 845 409 o37--
heifer calves Number •........ 1954 10,373 6_,078 1,624 5,781 

Steers and bulls, 
including steer Farms reporting 1954 820 589 265 575 
and bull calves Number .••...... 1954 1,822 1~203 523 1,596 

Farms reporting~l~9~5~u~.--------~6r=a=~--------~4~.~~(9~------~l~2~b--------~370 
1949 sos s78 213 sol 
1954 56~412~611 37~198~090 7,985,954 382327,~8§ 
1949 49,706,478 28,052,048 7,635~137 32,495,353 

Whole milk sold Pounds .••....•• 

Dollars ...... G. 

F&rms repoi'ting 

Cream sold Lbs.butter.fat •• 

Dollarls ..... " . " 

Cows miiked,day Farms reporting 
preceding enumer-
ation Number of cows. 
Milk produced,day 
prec.enumeration Gallons ••.....• 
Butter chtH'ned 
week preceding Farms reporting 
enumeration Pounds ........ . 

1954 2_,862_,330 1,547~8'?3 412,137 1,888~572 
1949 2,390,518 1~317_,078 452,704 1,827_,100 
1954 91'----~~~4~8~----~~~5~7----~~~29 

1949 50 39 76 47 
1954 40,897 11,074 29,765 41,559 
1949 38J519 14~679 22~618 20,791 
199+ 27J6u4 7~219 19~675 25,535 
1949 25,163 10~346 16,282 14~879 
19~4 1,286 949 504 84? 

1954 10,054 

1954 

1954 
1954 

23,270 

353 
2,567 

6,132 

14,431 

289 
1~541 

1,925 

248 
12698 

5,662 

14~417 

229 
1_,006 


