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Rep. Harry Crawford 
Rep. Jim Elkins 
Rep. Carl Gatlo 
Rep. Mary Kapsner 
Rep. Gabnelle LeDoux 
Rep. Kurt Olson 
Rep. Paul Seaton

State Capitol. Room 124 
Juneau. AK 99801-1182 

Co-Chairs 
Rep. Ralph Samuels

(907)465-2095 fax:465-3810 
Rep. Jay Ramras

(907) 465-3004 fax: 465-2070

?|otm  iReSourteS Committee 
FAX

Please deliver the following pages to: Legis. Legal 

Fm: Staff, Resources Commit 

Fax #: 2029 ^  Total num ber of pages including cover:

Date: 3/23/05 2:18 PM 

Re: H JR  5 24-LS0232\G

Please am end the above referenced resolution and re tu rn  in final as the RES CS.

P?ige 2, Line 8- 11

Delete the en tire  “W hereas” .

Thanks

The information contained in this fax is CONFIDENTIAL and/or privileged. This fax is intended to be reviewed initially by only the 
individual named above. If the reader of this transmittal page is not the intended recipient or a representative of the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, or copying of this fax or the information contained herein is 
prohibited. If you have received this fax in error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone and return this fax to the sender 
at the above address.

Thank you
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A  Communication From

R E P R E S E N T A T I V E  B O B  L Y N N
District 31 Anchorage

Interim:

Finance Subcommittees
Labor & Workforce Development 
Community & Economic Development 
Military & Veterans' Affairs

716 W. 4* Ave., #350 
Anchorage. AK 99501-2133

Phone: (907) 269-0205 
Fax- (907) 269-0207

This resolution makes a statement that the Alaska State Legislature stands firmly behind our 
Alaska Congressional Delegation, Alaska’s Children and citizens in absolute opposition to the 

imposition of the “Milk Tax".

T he “Milk T a x” or M andatory  Dairy Prom otion Assessment was established more than twenty 
years ago to help increase the sale of surplus milk in the L o w e r  48 States through generic mass 

advertising such as the "Got Milk” campaign.

Alaska was and still is ? milk deficit state. O u r  dairy fanners d on’t produce enough milk to meet 

our o w n  demand. A s  a result, Alaska was wisely exempted along with Hawaii and Puerto Rico 

from having to pay the Milk Tax w h e n  it was created in 1983.

A s  Rachel Hecker, one of our dairy farmers from Blue M o o n  Dairy at Point M c K e n z i e  was 

quoted last s u m m e r  in The M ilkw eed publication, “It makes absolutely no sense to burden Alaska 
with a n e w  tax to promote outside milk w h e n  our struggling dairy farmers can’t produce enough 

milk to keep up with our state’s demand.” Alaska w o n ’t benefit from the milk tax and shouldn’t 

be forced to pay for the promotion of milk from the L o w e r  48 or elsewhere. This tax would be 

another death nail for an already troubled Alaska milk industry.

A s  if higher milk prices in Alaska wasn't bad enough, the milk promotion establishment in 

Washington apparently wants to burden dairymen in the L o w e r  48 states by promoting foreign 

dairy imports along with American milk. But before that can happen, they’ve got to first impose 

the Milk Tax on Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. N o  wonder Outside dairy farmers have gone 

to court to d u m p  the milk tax.

A  milk tax for Alaska is bad policy. Please join m e  in standing up for Alaska’s dairy farmers and 

Alaska consumers of all ages.



T H E  A L A S K A  D A I R Y  C O A L I T I O N

Rachel Hodor, Director

cfo Blue Moon Dairy 
P.O. Box 070349 • WaaCa. Alaska 99687 
Tel: 907-357-9003 • F ix  907-357-9004 

E-mail: Uumoo_99yahoo com
Membtrs

Blue Hoon Dairy 
Tracks of Alaska 
Gingerbread House Day Care 
Carousel Day Care

STOP THE MILK TAX ON ALASKA’S DAIRY CONSUMfcKSM

The iMut

Alaska’s consumers face an unfa ir new “ tax'* on m ilk, cheese, yogurt and other dairy products under legislation 
moving forward in Congress. The new tax is part o f  a bigger b ill that expands the lower 48 states’ m ilk  
promotion program to dairy fanners in Alaska to make the promotion fee compatible w ith  global trade laws. 
This unfair new tax would drive up the already high cost o f  m ilk  and dairy products for Alaska’ s consumers. It 
would rcduco the consumption o f  nutritious dairy products, threatening the health o f  Alaskans o f  all ages. This 
new lax w ill become law unless concerned Alaskans o f  all ages and walks o f  life  stand up together and S A Y  NO 
T O  T H E  M IL K  T A X !

The m ilk  tax is part o f proposed changes to the dairy import assessment provisions included in Ihc 2002 Farm 
B ill. In order fo r the m ilk  promotion program to comply w ith the W orld Trade Organization (W TO ) rules, the 
proponents seek to extend the assessment to Alaskan dairy farmers, who have always been exempted because 
Alaska is a m ilk-dcfic it state. As a result, Alaska's dairy producers would be taxed 15 cents per hundredweight 
to promote surplus m ilk  produced in the lowc* 48 states. This m ilk  tax would be passed on to Alaska’s 
consumers, including the elderly, school children, native populations, and low-inccme families.

Tilt [mM&fla Alaakani

• Already high milk prices would rise.

o Although 15 cents appears to be a small amount, greedy m ilk  processors and other middlemen 
would use any excuse to increase their pro fit margins at the expense o f  hard working Alaskans.

o Owners o f  businesses (e.g., bakencs, food stores, ice cream shops, restaurants, etc.) would like ly  
have to pass this increase in  price along to the consumers.

o Ala6kan consumers would be forced to pay higher costs for m ilk, cheese, butter, and a ll o lhcr dairy 
products, and baked goods and other foods containing dairy ingredients. In Alaska, m ilk  is already 
more expensive to buy than unhealthy options, such as soda*. This could torce parents to choose 
unheallhicr options over m ilk.

* “Cost of Food at Home for a Week in Alaska, March 2000." University

S U P P O R T
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• H igh m ilk  price* could reduce dairy consumption and threaten the health o f a ll Alaskans.

o  M ilk  has the highest concentration per serving o f  highly absorbable calcium, necessary fo r proper 
growth and to prevent loss o f  bone mass, which leads to osteoporosis'.

o M ilk  is the primary source o f vitamin-D. Skin also produces this vitam in when i t  is c> posed to 
summer sunlight. However, above 40 degrees latitude (north o f  San Francisco), the von ter sunlight 
is not strong enough to promote vitamin I) formation1. M ilk  is essential fo r Alaskans o f  all ages and 
occupations.

o Calcium in m ilk  prevents bone loss and osteoporosis. Native populations arc also susceptible to this 
risk, l l  is  cstimutod that among Native American women aged 50 and older. 58.9% have low  bone 
densities and 9.5% suffer from osteoporosis4.

O Studies indicate that a diet rich in low fat dairy foods is effective in reducing bloodpressur*. which 
can lead to serious health risks, including kidney failure®. Alaska natives are more like ly  'han whites 
to suffer from high blood pressure and to develop kidney problems, even i f  the ir blood pressure is 
only slightly elevated'.

o The intake o f calcium, as well as potassium and magnesium (present in  m ilk ) reduces the risk o f  
stroke. Cardiovascular disease, including heart disease and stroke, is the leading cause o f death fui 
Alaska Natives'.

Action  Required

Tho fo llow ing  action at the federal level by Alaska’s Congressional delegation is required to prevent the
implementation of this milk tax on Alaska's da../ fanners.

•  Language (copy attached) could be included in  upcoming appropriations B ills  in  Congress

•  A  modified version o f this language could be made part o f the enabling language o f the US-Australia Free
Trade Agreement. This would permanently block any ftirther mictnpis to extend the assessment to Alaska

Alaskans W hu O dpqfq the M ilk  T f l l

•  Blue Moon Dairy (Wasilla)
•  Tracks o f  Alaska (Anchorage)
•  Gingerbread House Day Care (Anchorage)
•  Carousel Day Care (Anchorage)
• Mt. Sanford Tribal Consortium (<r>koua)
•  Council Annette Islands Reserve, Mctlakatla Indian Community

* “Calcium and Milk." Nutrition Source. Harvard School o f Public Health. 
c “Calcium and M ilk.” Nutrition Source. Harvard School o f Public Health.
4 "Health Benefits o f Dairy Foods for Minorities." Dairy Council Digest Archives. National Dairy Council 
’ Ibid.
f "High Blood Pressure and Kidney Disease." National Kidney and Urologic Diseases Information Clearinghouse 
(NKUDIC), a service o f the National Institute o f Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases (N1DDK), NIH.
* "Health Benefits o f Dairy Foods for Minorities.”  Dairy Council Diawt Archives National Dairy Council.
h “ Health Problems in American Indian/Alaska Native Women." The National Women’s Health Information Center, a 
project o f the US Department o f Health and Human Services, Office on Women's Health.



• “Milk Tax Could Squeeze Alaska Producers.” Fairbanks Daily News-Miner. Bishop, Sam. 27

July 2004.

• “Milk Debate a Hot Issue.” Fronliersman. Spoth, Daniel. 2 August 2004.

Press Coverage (Alaska)

Press Coverage (Outside Alaska)
• “National Milk’s Trojan Co w s .” Cheese Reporter. Guest Editorial by T i m  Pedrozo. 27 June 

2003.

• “ A la s k a  Fends O ff Promotion Checkoff.” The Milkweed. Hardin, Pete. August 2004.

“U S D A  blocks law that would assess promotion fees on dairy imports.” Minneapolis Star Tribune 
(Associated Press) Frommer, Frederic J. 1 August 2004.

“D P W  Washington.” Dairy Profit Weekly. 2 August 2004. (See highlighted section in third 

column beginning with “National Milk Producers Federation...”).

Correspondence: Opposition to Implementation of ‘Milk Tax’ on Alaska
• Letter from Lawrence B. Lindsey (The White House) to A. Mario Castillo (The Dairy Trade

Coalition). 17 April 2002.

• Letter from Victor C. Wellington, Sr. (Mayor, Council Annette Islands Reserve, Metlaktla Indian

Com m u n i t y )  to U S  Senator T e d  Stevens. 7 M a y  2004.

Letter from Evelyn Beeter (President, Mt. Sanford Tribal Consortium) to U S  Senator l ed Stevens. 

18 M a y  2004.

• Letter from Representative Bill Stoltze (Alaska State Legislature) to U S  Senator Ted Stevens. 2

July 2004.

Letter from Jlona Richey (Tracks of Alaska, Gingerbread House D a y  Care, and Carousel D a y  

Care) to Governor Frank H. Murkowski. 14 M a y  2004. Response on behalf of Governor 

Murkowski from T h o m a s  E. Irwin (Commissioner, Alaska Department of Natural Resources) to 

Jlona Richey. 18 June 2004.

Letters from the Alaskan. Hawaiian and Puerto Rican Congressional Delegations to The 

Honorable A n n  M .  V e n e m a n  (Secretary, U S  Department of Agriculture) and to The Honorable 

Robert B. Zoellick (US Trade Representative).
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From: "Butzlaff, Nathan (Murkowski)" <Nathan_Butzlaff@murkowskl.senate.gov>To: "Mario Castillo" <mariocas@aeglservices.com>; Tracks of Alaska"<traxak@alaska.com>; "Rachel Hecker" <blumoo_99@yahoo.com>Cc: "Heller, Pat (Murkowski)" <Pat_Hel!er@murkowsk!.senate.gov>Sent: Wednesday, July 28,2004 1 *04 PMSubject: Milk Tax Article in the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner
M ilk  Tax could Squeeze Alaska Producers
Fairbanks Daily News-Miner 7-27-04 

Sam Bishop

Sen. Lisa Murkowski wants Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico milk producers to keep their exemption from a 
federal tax that pays for promotions such as the “Got Milk?” campaign. Murkowski said she is worried that the 
two states and territory soan may be forced to start paying the tax, which is currently 15 cents on every 100 
pounds of m&k.

She said some Interests want Alaska and the other regions to be taxed to the U.S. Department of Agriculture can 
also start taxing foreign milk importers. Undsr World Trade Organization rules, the foreign imports can’t be 
taxed unless all domestic sources are treated the same, according to the argum ent

Murkowski said she uud members of Congress from Hawaii and Puerto rico will try to block the tax. Milk is 
already expensive In the state, she said, and it's not even available regularly In some remote communities.

“An assessment like this just hurts us even more,” she said.

Only a fraction of Alaska’s milk U produced In state. Most is Imported from the Lower 4$ and repackaged as an 
Alaska brand. The Lower 48 milk is already taxed. It would seem then Alaska consumers might not notice the 
tax much, bat Murkowski spokesman Chuck Kleeschulte said '* e competitive pressure that Alaska producers 
exert against Outside producers actually helps keep milk prices from rising higher in the state.

Also adding the 15-cent tax to Alaska milk would be devastating for Alaska’s dairy farmers, who number less 
than 10 Murkowski said.

think their margins are so thin now that they are panicked at anything that would increase their costs,” 
Murkowski said.

Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico were exempted from the promotion tax in 1983 because their farms produced 
such a small fraction of local demand, Murkowski noted. That’s still the case, she sold, so exempting them from 
the promotional tax shouldn’t pose any serious competition to foreign importers who want to enter the Lower 48 
market.

Also those Importers areu’t likely to move milk to the remote states and territories because of shippfng costs, she 
noted. Murkowski outlined the arguments in a letter to U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoelick and Secretary 
of Agriculture Ann Veneman.

7/28/2004
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MAT-SU — Local dairy producers and activists continue to 
battle against a potential Increase In the cost of milk 
production, while others insist there's no cause for such 
concern.

The fee, which amounts to 15 cents per hundredweight — 
a unit of measurement equal to a hundred pounds — of 
produced milk, has been in place in the lower 48 states 
since 1983, when the Dairy and Tobacco Adjustment Act 
Instituted a national advertising and promotional 
campaign using funds garnered from Its collection.

Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico were originally exempted 
from the fee due to the fact that they don’t have a surplus 
of milk, but the possibility of extending the Increase to 
these three areas in the near future has raised a 
considerable amount of Ire. The new fees would charge 
Alaskan dairy farmers the extra 15 cents per 
hundredweight, which would then go to fund Alaskan 
dairy advertising and promotional programs.

Christopher Galen, vice-president of communications for 
the National Milk Producers Federation, said the price hike 
wasn't as onerous as many make It out to be.

"The assessment amounts to about a penny a gallon," 
said. "The amount of money we're talking about, 
proportionally, Is very small."

he

The milk tax, as It's commonly called, might more 
properly be called a milk assessment, Galen said, since its 
collection isn’t administered by the Internal Revenue 
Service and doesn’t follow any of the typical routes taken 
by conventional tax dollars. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture handles the collection of the funds.

Cash from the assessment goes to help fund Dairy 
Management Inc., a group that administers both local 
dairy-related events and promotions around the nation. 
David Pelzer, vice-president of industry relations for DMI, 
said the corporation runs a variety of programs, but 
they're all centered around increasing demand for dairy 
products.

"We think it's a very good thing for dairy producers,"
Pelzer said of the nationwide campaign funded by the 15-
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DMI's programs Include, among other things, a campaign 
to put milk on the menu at fast-food restaurants, an 
Initiative to get schoolchildren to drink more milk, and the 
3-a-Day-of-Dalry advertising campaign.

Galen said the Increased price would be handled by the 
farmers who produce the milk, not the consumers who 
buy It, and that he therefore didn't anticipate any 
appreciable increase In milk prices.

"It's not a price that the farmer can pass along," he said. 
"Even if It were, this rhetoric about a 20- or 30-cents-per- 
gallon Increase Is Just poppycock."

Pelzer agreed with this sentiment.

"I don't see any evidence of [the assessment] driving up 
milk prices. It's a wise Investment for dairy farmers who 
really need to grow their markets," he said.

However, not all Alaskan dairy farmers are sold on the 
Idea. Rachel Hecker, a Point MacKenzle dairy farmer and 
director of the Alaska Dairy Coalition, adamantly opposes 
the Increase.

"I hear a lot of people saying 'Oh, It's only 15 cents per 
hundredweight, that's not so much,’" she said. "My 
response to that Is: Welcome to reality." Hecker said she 
believes administrative and bureaucratic costs 
surrounding the tax could make It far more damaging 
than the 15-cent figure might lead some to believe.

Hecker said she views the new assessment as another 
proverbial straw heaped on the collective backs of Alaskan 
dairy farmers.

"We're being nickeled and dimed to death," she said. 
"We're treated horribly up here."

Galen said the milk Alaska Imports from Outside has 
already been assessed the 15-cents-per-hundredwelght 
Increase, and that the new legislation would therefore 
apply only to milk the state produces Itself.

The 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act, Galen 
said, contains a stipulation that dairy products shipped 
Into the United States from other countries be assessed 
the Increase.

The Inclusion of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico in the 
plan, Galen said, is a gesture of equality, to ensure that 
the country doesn’t come under fire from those exporters 
for granting assessment amnesty to some of its territories 
but not Incoming dairy products.

cent assessment.

"What they're going to say is: 'You’re exempting some of 
your states, but not us?'" he said.



The bill didn't Include a stipulation Involving Alaska,
Hawaii and Puerto Rico, but It might go back to Congress 
for amendment to Include these areas. If this amendment 
passes muster, the three territories will be subject to the 
same assessment already common to the other 48 states. 
However, since the U.S. Department of Agriculture hasn't 
started collecting an assessment on Imported dairy' 
products yet, the timeline for this amendment Is not yet 
static.

The real Issue here Isn’t Alaska or Hawaii, but Imports," 
Galen said. "The issue with Alaska and Hawaii Is really 
peripheral."

Galen said most agricultural commodities already have 
assessments applied to them. Beef, for example, takes a 
$l-per-head assessment to handle the "Beef — It’s 
What's For Dinner" ads and other promotional programs. 
In most of those cases, he said, Imports are also assessed 
the fee.

Galen also said that many states In the lower 48 don't 
have a dairy surplus, but they're required to handle the 
assessment anyway.

Alaska might be a special case, however.

Hecker said that all things considered, she felt that she 
and other Alaska dairy farmers weren't getting a fair 
shake from governing entities outside the state.

"Alaska doesn't need to be the United States' redheaded 
stepchild," she said. "I'm not paying for someone else's 
Ferrari."

Hecker'r, organization, the ADC, has adopted as its 
mission the immediate halting of the dairy price Increase.

ADC Director of Government Relations Jlona Richey said 
the coalition was prepared to pursue the assessment's 
defeat to its conclusion.

"Our outstanding AK State Representatives and Senators 
helped take our fight to the highest levels. The ADC [and 
others] Is watching closely to make sure that the milk tax 
is on Its deathbed and isn't given life support by the 
Outside. No one Is going to tax our children's milk and get 
away with It," Richey said in a press release.

The Blue Moon Dairy, Hecker’s farm business, recently 
hosted a press meeting to protest the assessment, 
inviting a large group of children and state Rep. Bob Lynn, 
R-Anchorage. In addition, more than 1,000 signatures 
were gathered by the ADC in its anti-milk-tax petition 
drive and delivered to tne Alaska congressional 
delegation.

However, farmers and concerned citizens aren’t the only 
ones who have come out against the assessment.



U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski, among other Alaska legislators, 
has voiced strong opposition to the proposed Increase.

"Imposition of the milk tax on Alaskan, Hawaiian, and 
Puerto Rico milk producers would harm their ability to 
produce milk at competitive prices and would result In 
price hikes for consumers of milk products Including 
children, low-lncome families, Alaska Natives, bakeries, 
and other small businesses," s. Murkowski I* a June 22 
letter to U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick and 
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman. "It could also 
potentially end da'ry production In Alaska, Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico."

Murkowskl's letter was signed by U.S. Sen. Ted Stevens, 
U.S. Rep. Don Young and representatives from Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico. Some other ‘̂aska politicians who have 
spoken out against the Increase Include Reps. Eth^n 
Berkowltz, D-Anchorage; Carl Gatto, R-Palmer; Bill 
Stoltze, R-Chuglak/Butte, and Vic Kohring, R-Wasllla, as 
well as state Sen. Lyda Green, R-Mat-Su.

Hecker said Sens. Murkowski and Stevens deserved 
special praise for their efforts against the tax.

"It makes absolutely no sense to burden Alaska with a 
new tax to promote outside milk when our struggling 
dairy farmers can't produce enough milk to keep up with 
our state's demand. Lisa and Ted made sure that this 
terrible tax idea Is on its death bed," she said in a press 
release.

Galen said that despite accusations that the increase 
would be used to fuel Outside enterprises, the money 
garnered from the assessment would probably be used to 
promote dairy in Alaska.

"It would certainly make sense for us to send that money 
we'll get from Alaska back locally," he said.

Alaska produced roughly 17.6 million pounds of milk In 
2002, making It one of the smallest dairy states In the 
union. California produced approximately 2.9 billion 
pounds In 2002, while Wisconsin produced approximately
1.8 billion, New Mexico produced approximately 534 
million, and Florida, another state that has to import milk, 
produced 163 million.

The value of Alaska milk per hundredweight In 2002 was 
$20.40.

Contact Daniel Spoth at daniel.spoth@frontiersman.com.

Hlstory_qfhelp

WASILLA -- What started as a small Wasilla 
satellite office of the Anchorage Community 
Mental Health Center In 1977 has grown into 
a 35-acre wellness campus that serves

mailto:daniel.spoth@frontiersman.com
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Dairy Producer. Farmstead Cheesemaker 
Orland. Calito'nk

A j a farmstead cheese maker. I have to work hard to find new 
markets for my products or I ’m out of liinlnoss. f am surprised and disappointed that the 
NDB/DM I folks aren’t working 
Just as hard as 1 do by effectively 
using the Real Seal and other 
proven marketing tools to sell more of our products In die vast US dairy nurktt.

National Milk’s Trojan Cows
As a successful dairyman and farm­
stead cheese maker. I seriously ques­
tion National Milk Producers 
Federation's two latest efforts on 
behalf o f producers. Although 
National Milk's C.WT (Cootwratlves 
Working Together) program sounds 
great In theory, I'm not sure they're 
going ahuul tt right with co-op bloc 
voting and other questionable provi­
sions.

What trnubles me even more, 
however. Is National Milk's renewed 
effort to force USDA to Implement 
the dairy Import assessment provi­
sion despite the many unanswered 
questions that remain.

My biggest conrern  with the 
Import assessment and CW T Is that 
both programs, however woll- 
Inrcnded. woult.' lend to more dairy 
Imports. The Import assessment In 
particular would allow exporters like 
New Zraland to gain an even larger 
foothold In the US dairy market 
than they now have. How could this 
possibly benefit folks who milk cows 
for a living?

During last year's fann bill debate. 
I was among many concerned pro­
ducers who warned Congress that 
the Import assessment had many 
serious flaws while It did absolutely 
nothing to Increase our dairy farm 
Income We warned that ihe assess­
ment would lead to the promotion of 
dairy Imports like milk protein con­
centrate and would Invite harmful 
foreign retaliation by violating our 
Inter national trade obligations

Fortunately, a few lawmakcis lis­
tened and Insisted on certain safe­
guards In the farm bill. Including the 
requirement that USDA consult 
wltn the US Trade Representative 
on the assessment’s W TO legality 
before movu » forward

In a recent letter lo Agriculture 
Secretary Ann Vencman. National 
Milk implied that the Import assess­
ment would improve farm gale milk 
prices, which is an outright lie The 
Import assessment would not put a 
nickel In fanners' por keis. and they 
know It.

The Import assessment requires, as 
many producers warned, that dairy 
products be promoted without reg.ird

to their country of origin. Just os 
qualified state/regional programs pro­
mote Real California Cheese and 
Real Wisconsin Cheese Importers 
wrould be able to use a nickel o f their 
15-cent assessment to promote 
Imported chccsc. butter, milk pow­
der and MPC

Because c f poorly negotiated trade 
agreements, we would see more dairy 
Imports due lo this additional pro­
motion of Imports.

C W T raises o similar concern; 
that unrestricted Imports would rush 
In to (111 the supply void created as 
participating producers slaughter 
dairy herds anil reduce thctr milk 
marketings. In both cases, a more 
thoughtful approach Is needed.

The National Dairy Board (NDB) 
and Its management arm. Dairy 
Management Inc. (UMJ). are using 
the Import assessment to take our 
eyes off the ball —the fact tliat they 
could be doing a lot more to develop 
our demesne maiket By not market­
ing more effectively, I he NDB/DMI 
people arc undermining hundreds of 
millions of dairy farmer dollars 
Invested In promotion In the past 20 
years

As a farmstead cheese maker. I 
have to work hard lo find new mar­
kets for my products or I'm out of 
business 1 am surprised arid disap­
pointed that the NDB/DMI folks 
aren't working Just as hard os I do by 
effectively using the Real Seal and 
other proven marketing tools to sell 
more of our products In the vast US 
dairy market

Instead, the US dairy promotion 
establishment has undermined che 
Real Seal by no longer requiring that 
It be used exclusively on cheese, but­
ter, milk and other djlry products 
produced and processed In the USA. 
Importers would be able to confuse 
American consumers by using the 
Real Seal and the new Three-A -Day 
program lo promote Imported dairy 
products In the supermarket.

In the future, cortsumeis would no 
lunger have Ihe assurance they're 
getting American dairy products 
when they reach for the Real Seal. 
These changes amount to one step 
forward and three steps back

In addition. Importers cnultJ gain 
even more seats on the National 
Dairy Board than the two seats 
already reserved for tlsens. ai Imports 
Increase their share of the US dairy 
market once Imports are actively 
promoted.

Informed sources tell me that the 
real motive behind the renewed 
push for the assessment has nothing 
to do with the welfare of dairy farm­
ers. Rather. NDB and DM1 report­
edly are in a serious In in d al bind 
because they Included the Import 
assessment In their current budget 
and have not yet collected a dime 
from Importers. Apparently, they 
need the Import assessment to pay 
the high salaries of DM] employees 
rather than for the equity reasons 
cited by assessment proponents dur­
ing the farm bill debate.

Finally, consider the fact that 
National Milk's two largest member 
co-ops. Dairy Fanners of America 
and Land O'Lakcs. are actively 
Involved In the dairy Import busi­
ness and stand to see their bottom 
lines fattened by Increased Imports.

Some fellow producers have 
pointed out that the Import assess­
ment and CW T are both motivated 
by greed on the port of some over­
paid co-op managers and National 
Milk executives rather than by any 
real concern for the welfare of the 
dairy farmers who own these Institu­
tions. ■

"Importers are taking advantage of the largest, most 'ucrallve dairy market In the world and all we arc asking Is that they pay ihe same checkofT promotion 
assessment that farmers pay In Minnesota and California and everywhere else."

—Jerry Kosak. president and CEO National Milk Producers 
Federation. In testimony before a House subcommittee last month.
C0e«se Raportar welcomes tone's lo me 
editor Comments should bo sent to. Dick 
Groves by Fax at (605) 246-6431; or e- rrail your comments lo dgroves 
-Schonsoroporler com. You can also 
voce your opinion about the Editor at at 

| wwweheesereoor’ er com/edilonal him
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Alaska Fends Off Promotion Checkoff
by Pete Hardin

Jerry Kozak’s grand scheme to h it dairy imports 
w ith  a promotion assessment is getting baked in 
Alaska. Assessing a promotion fee against dairy im ­
ports required two moves to comply w ith  global “Free 
Trade”  rules;

1) Eliminate the legal requirement that the Na­
tional Dairy Promotion and Research Board promote 
only U.S.-produced m ilk  und m ilk  products, und

2) Extend the rnundatory dairy promotion lee 
to the teeny, tiny dairy industries o f  Alaska, Hawaii, 
and Puerto Rico. (The 1983 federal law that created 
the National Dairy Board mandatory check-off ex­
empted those three, because they are dramatically 
deficit m ilk-producing areas.)

The first phase went smoothly. Kozak is CEO 
o f  National M ilk  Producers Federation (NM PF). 
Kozak Rnd NMPF worked hard to eliminate the words 
“ ... produced in the United States ...”  from the 2002 
fann law. No matter to the nation's dairy co-op lead­
ers that dairy's “ Real Seal”  would adorn “ foreign" 
dairy products. NM PF’s brain-dead member co-ops 
control the low-I.Q. national dairy promotion appa­
ratus. so little  dissent about deep-sixing ‘ ‘domestic 
content" portion emerged.

U SDA has informed interested parties that any 
effort to assess dairy imports mandate that dairy farm­
ers in all 50 states pay the dairy promotion fees, be­
fore thr. U.S. w ill defend assessing imports before 
the World Trade Organization.

But moves to include Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico have been blocked, and arc seen by Washing­
ton, D.C. insiders as po litica lly  dead. A  small coali­
tion o f  consumers, dairy fanners and dairy proces­
sors in Alaska have k illed  N M PF’s scheme to assess

the 15-cent m ilk  promotion fee against these small 
dairy states. The coalition used politics to trump 
politics.

Senator Ted Stevens (R-Alaska), chairman o f  
die powerful Senate Appropriations Committee, has 
strenuously objected to making Alaska’s few  dairy 
farmers pay a federal m ilk  promotion fee. Fellow 
Alaska lawmakers Senator Lisa M urkowski and Con­
gressman Don Young have jo ined  Stevens opposing 
the scheme. M urkowski was the lead author o f  a 
biting, July 22, 2004 letter to U S D A  Secretary Ann 
Vencraan from several lawmakers, noting . we w ill 
strongly oppose any plan o r scenario— irrespective 
o f  its construction that would lead to the implemen­
tation o f  the m ilk  tax [on Alaska's dairy farmers].”

Rachel Hecker, an Alaskan dairy fanner, helped 
form the Alaska Dairy C oalition  (AD C ). Hecker, 
whose B lue  M oo n  D a iry  is  loca ted  a t P o in t 
Mackenzie, enlisted help from  day care centers and 
a local dairy processor. Their main argument: Alaska 
is by far a defic it m ilk-producing state and its farm­
ers would not be served by paying a federal fee. “ It  
makes absolutely no sense to burden Alaska w ith  a 
new tax to promote outside m ilk  when our struggling 
dairy farmers can’t produce enough m ilk  to keep up 
w ith  our stale’s demand."

Alaskans, it seems, view w ith  severe skepticism 
mandates from the "Low er 48.”  In an election year, 
politics w on ’t force the “ m ilk  tax”  on Alaskan dairy 
formers ... not so long as key figures like Senator 
Ted Stevens have a say in  the matter.

F a iling  to achieve a prom otion assessment 
against dairy imports is a big b low  to NMPF, which 
w illin g ly  k illed  the “ produced in  the U.S.”  require­
ment o f  the 15-ccnt producer assessment One more 
time, it appears, NMPF is working against da iry fann­
ers' legitimate interests.
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USDA blocks law that would assess promotion fees on dairy imports
The Associated Press 
Published August 2, 2004

W A S H I N G T O N  - T h e  B u s h  administration has blocked a law that would have required dairy importers to pay fees 

to support dairy promotions such as "Got Milk?," concluding that the legislation could subject the United States to 

international trade challenges.

Because the U.S. dairy promotion program assesses fees only on dairy farmers in the 48 contiguous United States, 

charging those s a m e  fees to all imports could create the appearance of favorable treatment for the domestic industry, 

the Department of Agriculture says.

T he department acted on guidance provided b y  the U.S. Trade Representative's office, and both agencies propose 

that Congress rewrite the law so farmers in al' 50 states (as well as the ten'tones) pay the assessment. Rep. T a m m y  

Baldwin, D-Wis., plans to introduce legislation to do that this year.

But lawmakers from Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico warn that imposing assessments on their dairy farmers could 

wipe out local dairy production.

" W e  will strongly oppose any plan or scenario - irrespective of its construction - that would lead to the 

implementation of the milk tax," the four senators and four H o u s e  m e m b e r s  wrote in a July 22 letter to U.S. Trade 

Representative Robert Zoellick.

T h e  group includes a particularly powerful player, Sen. T e d  Stevens, R-Alaska. A s  chairman of the Senate 

Appropriations Committee, Stevens could insert language into an appropriations bill blocking an expansion of the 

assessment. Stevens did not return phone messages left last week.

Bill Dropik, a dairy farmer in Nelson, Minn., about 130 miles north of the T w i n  Cities, argued that his fees are 

helping to subsidize his competitors' products in the dairy case.

"I really feel that's inequitable," said Dropik, w h o  estimates he pays $1,500 a year in promotion fees. "The imports 

do depress our prices."

Wisconsin dairy farmer Stuart Huber agreed.

"This allows a free ride from dairy imports, while I have to pay 15 cents per hundredweight, and they're taking a w a y  

m y  market," said Huber, w h o s e  farm is in Clintonville, Wis., about 40 miles west of Green Bay.

U.S. dairy farmers pay 15 cents per 100 pounds of milk sold for the promotions, which include celebrities wearing 

milk mustaches and commercials touting "Ahh, the power of cheese." Since it takes 10 pounds of milk to m a k e  a 

pound of cheese, imported cheeses would be assessed about 1.5 cents a pound for the U.S. promotions.

Assessing fees on imports would bring in about $8 million a year, or about 3 percent of the $250 million the 

program yields now.

W h e n  the dairy assessment program w a s  created in 1983, Alaska and Hawaii were excluded because of their low 

milk production. Both states are considered "deficit areas," meaning they don't produce enough milk to meet local 

demand.

Climate is a major reason for the low production, said E d  Jesse, a dairy economist at the University of Wisconsin-



Madison. Cows tend to produce less milk in hot regions like Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and the cost to care ior mem 
in very cold regions like Alaska is high, he said.

Baldwin, w h o  sponsored the dairy import assessment law, said she w a s  frustrated that it hasn't been implemented.

"I still think that promotion that benefits all dairy industry players is being funded b y  fanners that I represent, and 

that is unfair," she said.

Cheese importers argue that their specialty products don't benefit m u c h  from generic dairy advertisements.

"As importers, w e  were against it because all of the m o n e y  would be spent on promoting domestic products and not 

spent on imports," said D a n  Lynch, a vice president and partner of Jana Foods, a cheese importing c o m p a n y  in 

Palisades Park, N.J., and a m e m b e r  of the Cheese Importers Association.

Cheese importers, as well as several U.S. food manufacturers, lobbied the U S D A  to not implement the law. In 

addition, the European Union w a s  on record warning that the law might violate Wo r l d  Trade Organization rules.

" Y o u  w o nder w h o  they w o r k  for sometimes," fumed Rep. Collin Peterson, D-Minn., refeiring to the federal 

agencies. "They're afraid there will be a case brought against us or something." Officials at the U S D A  and the U S T R  

both declined to comment.

W h e n  the W T O  rules against the United States in international trade challenges, American exporters can be hit hard. 

This spring, for example, the E U  slapped punitive tariffs on s o m e  American goods after a tax break for U.S. 

exporters w as ruled an illegal export subsidy by the W T O .

A  trade group for the dairy farmers supports expanding the assessment to cover producers in Alaska and Hawaii.

"This is something that's definitely in the best interests of the greater good of the industry," said Chris Galen, a vice 

president of the National Milk Producers Federation, based in Arlington, Va. Galen said his group is considering 

ways to ensure that m o n e y  collected in Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico is spent on advertising milk in those areas.

But Joseph VanTreeck, president and C E O  of Matanuska Maid, a dairy processor in Anchorage, Alaska, said that 

dairy farmers in those regions aren't likely to be w o n  over by promises of extra advertising.

"Both Alaska and Hawaii are deficit states, where production is far exceeded by demand," he said. "The farmers will 

have a problem paying into this program."

Fred F r o m m e r  can be reached at ffrommer@ap.org 

CLCopyright_20Q4 Star Tribune. A ll rights reserved.
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DPW W a s h i n g t o n
With the political coo-entioa* on their 

calendars, the Home and Senate left town 
July 22. for their summer holiday and 
won't be back until after Labor Day. They 
left the agriculture appropriations bill, 
approved by the House, lunging fire in the 
Senate. Look for several of the unpaged 
budget bilk to be lumped together in one 
big omnibus spending bill on Congress' 
return.

Before it left Washington, borh houses 
of Congress passed a free trade agreement 
with Morocco, a pet that will increase the 
sale o f US. firm products ® Morocco l»y 
two-rhirds, to $382 million, according to 
supporters. Besides reducing tariffs on agri­
cultural products, the agreement ako binds 
Morocco to accepting U.S. standards for 
meat and poultry, and includes a provision 
that gives die United States rnirket access 
as good as any future agreements Morocco 
forms with other countries.

Cooperative!! Working Ibgedter 
(CWT) offtcub announced )uly 29. that 
two bids have been accepted from Dairy 
Farmers of America, Kansas Gty, Mo., to 
export approximately 440.000 lbs. o f chcd- 
dar cheese to the Netherlands, and another 
3 3 million lbs. to be sold in Europe Saudi 
Arabia and Egypt These bids mote than 
double CWT’s total cheese exports so far in 
2004, to about 7 million lbs.

The World Trade Organisation's 
(WTO) General Council met last week.

still trying to hammer out a draft frame­
work -  called the Doha Development 
Agenda -  for the Doha round of trade 
talks. By Thursday night, the five largest 
agricultural producers in WTO -  the 
United Sates. European Union, Australia. 
India and Bruit -  had agreed in principle 
on several points of farm trade reform. If 
accepted by other WTO members, the 
agreement couki pve the way tn get all 
members back into negotiations.

Meanwhile, the European Union* 
trade commissioner warned that if those 
talks fail, it could hurt the global economy 
The FI I has offered to drop sll export sub­
sidies hut insists that the United Sates 
must do as much. An initial draft, ailing 
for eliminating all subsidies for agricultural 
«ports, drew criticism from developing 
countries, who »v richer countries must be 
required to do more to open up trade. 
Many developed countries font like it 
either because it doesn't ask the United 
Sia its to address oilier farm support pro­
grams WTO was to sign off on the frame­
work on Friday, opening the way for final 
talks law in the year, probabl/ after the 
U.S. elections.

I / tw levels o f perchlorate, a rocket fuel 
component, found in California milk earli­
er this ninuner has unleashed a barrage of 
tests and studies. The Food and Drug 
.Administration (FDA) is jusi starting to 
release test results. FDA tests for perchki-

rare in some foods, including milk. Tying 
to find out the extern that perchlorate is in 
the food supply. Organic dairy cooperative 
Organic Valley k ako testing milk from 
some o f its suppliers for perchlorate. And, 
the National Academy of Sciences is look­
ing at how the Environmental Protection 
Agency is setting recommended levels for 
perchlorate in drinking watet, which may 
he finished byjhe end c f 2004.

I National M ilk  IW u im  bctkrauorj^ 
(NMPF) k pnwuring USDA to imple- 

i mem the national dairy checkoff on 
I imported dairy products, as mandated in 
the 2002 farm bill, acooniing to NMPFa 
Cliru Galen. USDA is questioning wliellicr 
the assessment is compliant with WTO, 
due to a technicality. Galen contends.
There are about 10 dairy operations in 
Alaska and 10 in Hawaii, plus several in 
Puerto Rico, he explained, that are exempt 
from the assessment and never have paid if 
in the 20 yean it has been in existence. 
USDA claims that, unless the checkolf is 
applied to those operations, they cmnot 
assess importers something Galen called 'a 
htme e x c u s e .*_____________-  ^

About 62% o f US.-produced farm 
goods come from 3% of IB firms, accord­
ing to a recent USDA srudy. Those 70,600 
farms and ranches, winch have annual sales 
exceeding $400,000, produced 56.6% in 
1997.

USDA't National Agricultural 
Statistics Service released county profiles 
from the 2002 Census of Agriculture. 1-og 
onto www. n.iss usda.gov/census.

| DPW August 2, 2004__________
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Court: 'Got Milk?' crmpaign illegally milks farmers
PHILADELPHIA, Pennsylvania (AP) -The catchy “Got Milk?" dairy promotion -  famous for 
plastering milk mustaches on celebrity faces -  violates the free speech rights of farmers forced 
to pay for the ads, a federal appeals court ruled Tuesday.

The unanimous 3rd U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals decis'on overturns a lower court ruling that dairy farmers Joseph and 
Brenda Cochran had to contribute to the National Daiiy Promotion Board campaign even though the couple felt the ads did 
little to support sustainable agriculture products, such as milk from cows that are not injected with hormones.

'The court made clear that just because an industry is regulated, and even if it's heavily regulated, that doesn't mean the 
members of that industry lose their First Amendment rights,' said the Cochrans' attorney, Steve Simpson, of the 
Washington, O.C.-based group Institute for Justice.

'Got Milk?' is the latest of cle/er industry promotions whose funding has been found in violation of the First Amendment.

A federal appeals court ruled in July that ranchers could not be forced to pay a $1-per-head fee on cattle to support the 
marketing campaign that spawned the slogan 'Beef: Ifs what's for dinner.' And an appeals court struck down a similar fee 
in October that had supported the ads calling pork ‘the other white meat.'

In the latest ruling, the 3rd Circuit said the government's interest in promoting the dairy industry wasn't substantial enough 
to justify an infringement on the Cochrans' free speech rights by requiring them to help pay for the ads.

Lawyers defending the law on behalf of the U.S. Department of Agriculture have said because dairy prices and distribution 
are tightly regulated, a joint marketing campaign is the only effective way to compete with other beverages.

Attorney Matthew M. Collette, who represented the Justice Department in the case, did not return a telephone message 
left Tuesday seeking comment.

C o p y rig h t 2004  T he A sso c ia ted  P re s s . All rig h ts  re s e rv e d . T his m a te r ia l m ay  n o t  b e  p u b lish ed , b ro a d c a s t ,  re w ritte n , 
or re d is tr ib u te d .

F ind  th is  a r t ic le  a t :
http://www.cnn.com/2004/LAW/02/24/got.milk.suit ap

(~ Check the box to include the list ol links referenced in the article.
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Debunking the Myths c f  Import Assessments ra"c i ui

The Dairy Trade Coalition
Saving the Spotted Cow for Generations to 

Come

B

D e b u n k i n g  t h e  M y t h s  o f  I m p o r t  A s s e s s m e n t s

Myth:
There Is nothing wrong with assessing importers. They have been getting a free ride for years from the 
promotion program. It is about time they paid into the promotion program.

Fact:
While the idea of import assessments may be appealing, importers are not receiving a free ride. The point 
of the promotion program, according to the Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 and the 
accompanying report (H. Rep. No. 98-237), is to expand markets for domestic products. However, most 
imported dairy products are under quota (that is, the amounts that can be imported into the U.S. are 
limited by trade agreements), which effectively prevents importers from receiving benefits from the 
promotion.

For example, if an importer has a quota for 100,000 pounds of a particular cheese and is filling that quota, 
all he can sell Is 100,000 pounds regardless of how successful the promotion. This explains why the share 
of the U.S. market held by importers has declined from 6.5% to 5% since 1984 (the first year of the 
p. motion program). As the -ize of the U.S. dairy market has increased, imports have not been able to 
share in its growth because of the quota system.

Myth:
Importers will not be able to promote imports with the assessment funds. The National Dairy Promotion 
and Research Board (Board) will simply take the importers= money and add It to the general budget.
Since importers will only have two seats on the Board, they will not have the representation necessary to 
influence the Board-s activities.

Fact:
While Importers* representation on the Board is minimal and importer interests may be ignored, there 
would be some serious consequences if that were to happen. Primarily, refusal by the Board to permit the 
promotion of imports and the creation of qualified import promotion boards (similar to the state and 
regional promotion boards) may be inconsistent with U.S. obligations under the WTO.

Under WTO rules, the U.S. is obligated to give equal treatment to both domestically-produced goods and 
imported goods. This is known as the Anational treatment principle® and is enshrined in Article III of the 
General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT), ,'f the U.S. or any other country adds imports to an 
existing program, the U.S. is obligated to give equal treatment (such as promotion) to both domestic and 
imported products For example, the Board would have to promote MPC, casein, and imported cheese 
without discrimination. Therefore, if requests by importers to promote imports and to create import 
promotion boards are denied, importers are likely to claim that their products are not being given equal 
treatment as domestically-produced products. They would also assert that the Board is collecting the 
importers* money without promoting their products and without providing any benefits. Once one or more 
countries bring a successful WTO action, they are entitled to compensation which can come in the form of 
granting additional market access to foreign countries, lower tariff-rate quota rates (which would result in 
more foreign dairy products entering the U.S.), and punitive tariffs on U.S. exports.

h t t p : / / w w w .d a ir y t r a d e .c o m / d e b u n k ia g im p o r t a s s e s s m e n im y t h s .h t m 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5
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Importers will also be able to sue in U.S. Federal court to seek invalidation of the Importer assessment on 
Afree speech® grounds; that is, that they are being forced to contribute to a generic advertising program 
ft om which they do not benefit. Once an importer or a group of importers filed a lawsuit, disgruntled 
domestic producers who do not like the Acheck-off® program may file suit by joining the importers thus 
leading to the invalidation of the entire promotion program.

Myth:
Import assessments will have no effect on foreign demands for Increased access to the U.S. dairy market 
through either Increased quotas or reduced over-quota tariff rates.

Fact:
Import assessments will place a major weapon into the hands of our trading partners (foreign countries) to 
demand increased access to the U.S. dairy market for their dairy products.

As stated above, the purpose of the promotion program is to expand the U.S market. Importers are 
restricted from expanding their markets by numerical quotas or high tariff rate quota rates. Therefore, 
the only way for importers to benefit is for foreign countries (our trading partners) to gain more access to 
the U.S. dairy market either through increased quotas or lower tariff-rate quota rates.

In other words, the assessment presents a great opportunity for our trading partners to demand that our 
markets be opened for additional access for their foreign dairy products without limitations. If one had a 
conspiratorial mind, one might think that one or more foreign countries, knowing that the assessment will 
rever be paid because it will be invalidated by a U.S. Federal Court based on a recent U.S. Supreme Court 
ruling, are secretly in favor of the scheme so that they can go to Qatar in November with a forceful 
justification for more access to the U.S.

Myth:
Domestic dairy producers are frustrated and concerned about MPCs entering the U. S. and displacing their 
milk and reducing their incomes. The import assessment will stem the flow of MPC Imports.

Fact:
While MPC imports are problematic for U.S. dairy producers, the answer to the problem does not lie in 
assessing imports. Prior to the Uruguay Round, Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 
authorized the imposition of quotas on all dairy imports. However, in the Uruguay Round, the U.S. granted 
more dairy access to foreign countries than any importer ever dreamed possible. In addition, Section 22 
was traded away, denying the U.S. the ability to impose quotas on MPCs. Furthermore, the assessment will 
not stop the importation of MPCs.

It is interesting to note that the very people who were advising U.S. trade negotiators at the Uruguay 
Round are the same people promoting the import assessment. Dick Groves, in an editorial in The Cheese 
Reporter on August 17, 2001, assessed the impact of the Uruguay Round and stated, AFrom 19/4 through 
1995, U.S. butter imports (including the butter equivalent of butter oil) never exceeded 5 million pounds. 
But since 1998, they-ve never been below 28 million pounds.® Groves ends the editorial with a dire 
warning: AAnd for both producers and processors, it may mean there=s going to be less growth in the 
future, as imports grab a bigger share of the business, a share the domestic industry may never win 
back.® Finally, it is important to note that the increased import* came about because of the increased 
market access granted as part of the Uruguay Round giveaway, and not because of the promotion 
activities.

The MPC issue is particularly problematic since there is no available record of what types of MPCs are 
entering the country and what they are being used for. Therefore, it would be advisable to further 
evaluate MPCs through public hearings and reports prepared by the U.S. Congress, the Department of 
Agriculture, the International Trade Commission and other appropriate government agencies. This would 
be consistent with comments mc^e by Representative David Obey (D-WI) on March 16, 2001 on Wisconsin 
Public Television, in which he stated:

h r m 7 / w v \ w .d a i r v t r a d e .c o m / d e b u n k in g im p o r t a s s e s s n ie n t m y t h s .h t m 1/26/2005
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Al don»t think we know anything about these products [MPCs]. They couldn-t even tell us, for instance, 
what the exact volume of ultra-filtered milk products was or where they were coming in, because they 
don»t have B they don-t keep a paper trail. So there is very little  that we know about these products in 
terms of their Impact on the economy.®

Once we know what MPCs are coming in, we can give detailed and accurate instructions to U.S. 
negotiators to protect U.S. dairy farmers from MPC imports at the Qatar Round. We can also use the 
information gained from the hearings to craft a trade policy that will curb the huge surges of MPC imports 
(since import assessments will not) and is WTO-legal and more consistent with the needs of U.S. dairy 
farmers.

Additionally, we would be putting our negotiators in Geneva in a difficult position. Their counterparts 
could look at them and say, AThe U.S. is assessing dairy imports. That*s fine as it may make your market 
share bigger; however, the level of imports must be able to grow if Importers are to benefit from the 
assessment. Therefore, you must remove all quotas and all impediments to dairy product imports so that 
we can have unlimited access to your market without barriers,® Our negotiators may be backed into a 
corner and may be outvoted at all negotiating sessions, thus accomplishing nothing for U.S. dairy 
producers. Removal of import quotas will put all dairy products in a similar position as MPC. As a result, 
the current problem with MPCs would expand to a variety of other dairy products (i.e., Cheddar cheese, 
butter, butter oil). This would lead to a flood of dairy product imports which will sharply reduce U.S. dairy 
prices and also reduce domestic dairy producer income.

Myth:
Assessing Importers will not Jeopardize the benefits provided by the dairy promotion program.

Fact:
Assessing importers will place in jeopardy the continuation of the entire dairy promotion program. In a
recent Supreme Court case (United States v. United Foodsf Inc.. 533 U.S. (2001)), a mushroom
grower refused to pay money to the mushroom promotion board. United Foods contended that their free 
speech rights were being violated since they were forced to pay money to fund a message they did not 
want to send. United Foods wanted to tell people that their mushrooms were better than anyone else=s 
mushrooms and they were being forced to fund generic advertising implying that all mushrooms are the 
same. The Court agreed with United Foods and declared the mushroom promotion program invalid.

Dairy importers will make the same claims, and their case will be even stronger since they will be forced 
to fund a message that is not only contrary to their desired message, but will also not provide any 
benefits, ^ome imported cheese is considered a specialty and of a higher-quatity. Therefore, similarly to 
United Foods, importers try to differentiate imported cheese from domestic cheese and object to generic 
advertising which implies that they are equal. In addition to the previously discussed quota-based 
limitations, over half of the money, they will point out, goes towards fluid milk promotion and there are 
virtually no fluid milk imports. A legal analysis conducted by Robins, Kaplan, Miller, and Ciresi, LLP 
indicates that an assessment on imports would be unconstitutional.

The analysis goes on to state that an importer lawsuit could spur domestic producers who resent the 
assessment to join the lawsuit and challenge the entire dairy promotion program. For example, an organic 
producer who, like the mushroom producer in United Foods, wants to send a diffe. ent message than the 
generic advertising provided by the promotion board could challenge the constitutionality of the 
assessment on domestic producers.

Prepared  August 28, 2001

Copyright C 1995-2001 The A e g liGroup. Ltd. All rights reserved .
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Tracks o f  A laska  
N atural Images o f  th e  Oreat Land  

FhUlp and J lo n a  R ichey  
7700 Chaiml Loop 

Anchorage, A laska 99504
(9 0 7 ) 535-3138 e-M alitraxakO alaskacom

Website: htCpy /rrrrw. tracJcsofsJaska.com

The H onorable 
F ra n k  H. M urkow ski 
A ttn : U n d a  P erryShafer, D irector 
Anchorage Office o f  the O ovem or, 
.550  W 7th Ave, S u ite  1700  
Anchorage, A K  99601

D ear M r. G overnor M urkow ski

We a t Tracks o f  Alaska, G ingerbread H ouse D ay Core a n d  Carousel 
D ay Care in  Anchorage w ant to  object to  th e  im plem en ta tion  o f the  
d a iry  im p o rt assessment.

We believe th is  assem ent to  be on onerous M ILK T A X  passed as p a r t 
o f th e  Farm  S ec u r ity  and R ura l In vestm en t A ct o f 2 0 0 2  (fa rm  bill). 
I t is  n o th in g  m ore than a hidden and  u n fa ir  ta x  on A laska 's d a iry  
producers to help  subsidize d a iry  fa rm ers in  the Low er 4 8  states. 
Im plem enta tion  o f  th is ta x  w ould req u ire  A laska's D airy Farm ers to  
p a y  In to  a no tio n a l d a iry  prom otion program  th a t p re se n tly  benefits  
th e  lo w er 4 8  states, b u t does abso lu tely n o th in g  to  help  A laska's 
d a iry  producers and consum ers A laskan d a iry  farm ers w ould have  
to p a y  a m ilk  ta x  o f fifteen  cen ts p e r  h u n d red  weight and  th a t cost 
w ould be passed on to  A laska's consum ers, (a n d  d irec tly  h u r t the 
eld erly  and  people on fix e d  Incom es , school children, lo w  Incom e 
fam ilies, etc.) b y  greedy m ilk  processors and  o th er m idd lem en  fa r in  
excess o f  the 15 cen ts m ilk  ta x  assessed on o u r  A laskan d a iry  
producers Prices o f d a iry  p ro d u cts across th e  board, m ilk, bu tter, 
cheeeo, etc, w ould rise os well.

Tracks o f  M asks is concerned 'h a t a rise  in  th e  cost o f m ilk  and  
d a iry  products, which are already v e ry  high in  o u r  state, w ould  
h a ve  a negative im pact on the e ffo rts to  Im prove n u tr itio n a l and  
general hea lth  o f A laskans and  especially those o f o u r  c itizen s liv in g  
In rem ote areas o ff the road system  in  o u r  state.

I  therefore urge yo u  to keep th e  m ilk  tax from  becom ing la w  once 
and fo r  all
Thank y o u  fo r  listening!

S incerely

Anchorage M ay 14, 2004
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CLicf Peter Jd u  Tribal Buldni 

122 First Avenue, Suite 600 
Fairbanks, Alaska. 99701-4897 

(907) 45M251 Far (907) <5^3850

M ay 19,2004

R E C E IV E D

n n V F R N O R ’S  O F F I C r

T he Honorable Frank H. M nrkowikl 
A ttn: Linda Perry-Shafer, Director 
Anchorage Office of the Governor 
550 W . 7“  Avenue -  Suite 1700 
Anchorage, AK 99501

----------------------------------------- ------------------ --— O F £ ) C i0 ^ r H = S O V E n N O R -

Dear Governor Murkowski, ' "  _

R E C E I V E D

OWN • 1 1004
« s * a /

The T anana Chiefs Conference (TCC) wishes to 
Implementation of dairy import assewment  (

o4o the

W e believe that the assessment is an onerous “milk tax*1 passed as, paiii of the Farm  
Security and Karal Investment Act of 2002 (“farm bill” ). I t  is nothing m o re ^ a n  a  
hidden and unfair tax on Alaska’s dairy producers to help subsidlzedalry Manners•• * • v  1 J r a f
in the lower 48 states ^

I f  Implemented, the asiessment/mflk tax would require Alaskan dairy farm ers to- - 
pay into the national dairy promotion program that p reg a lly  benefits the lower 49 v-: 
states, bu t does nothing to help Alaska’s dairy farmers or consumers. Alpskan <jf 
dairy  farm ers would be forced to  pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredw elghL 'a^-. 
cost tha t would likely be passed on to Alaska’s consumers (the elderly, s^iodtr.. 
children, low income families, e tc) by greedy milk processors and  other middlemen, 
fa r in excess of fee 15 cents milk tax to be forced upon Alaska’s dairy farm otf. 1The 
price on all dairy products, including cheese and butter, would rise as wefi.

TCC is concerned that the rise In the cost of m ilk and dairy products, which are 
already extremely high in our state, would adversely affect efforts to Improve.the 
nutritional and general health of Alaskans, especially those citizens living In the 
ru ra l areas of our sta te

I therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once and for alL 
T hank  you for your attention In this matter.

Sincerely,

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE

H arold “Buddy” Brown, Esq. 
President and Chairman

Tanana Chief} Conference'} miuion is to provide a unilied voice advancing cibal governments, economic and social development, 
promobni obvuca! and mental w-ell.iess. educational opportunities and protecting traditional and "■lltural values.
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K o d i a k  

A r e a  

N a t i v e

A s s o c i a t i o n

3449 Reran of Dr, East 
Kodiak. Alaska 99615 
Pfcoa* (907)466-9*00

May 14,2004
R E C E IV E D

11m  Honorable Frank Murkuwilri 
Alta: Linda Ptny-Shafrr, Director, 
Anchorage OtBoe of the Governor

G O V E R N O R 'S  O F F  C E

mat naw

550 Weet Seven* Avenue, Suita 1700 
Anchorage, A K  99501

via mail and fo x: 907-269-7461

Dear Governor Murkowild;

Urn Kodiak Area Native Association wiahoe to vcloehs opposition. to (bn hylegwnradon of the dairy import 
asfoaiment W e  bolicvc the aoncnegt is an sncross “mflic tax" pasted u  part o£6mFann Acurity and Rural 
JrrvutmTit Act o f2002 C'ftim bilT), It la nothing man than a Uddea and unfldr tax cn Alaska's dairy 
producers to hetp subsidise dairy fhnnen in the lorn. “ states.

•
Iffanpkmeeted, the inflk tax wouM mjdit Alaskan dairy franca to pay into t&a national dairy prornotioo 
program that presently benefit! me lower 41 itatM, bat doss nothing to help Alaska’s deity farmers or 
cwMBirm. Alaskatfanry flames'woaldbefixcedtopeyamOktxxof I.L5 per bradredeeriMx, a cost that 
would likely bo passed onto Alula oocaomm (tbe tidcrfy, school clJldrca, km toocrec frmlUei, etc.), by 
greedy milk proccasore and odwr middlemen —  frrfeaaee« of die S.ldmUktaxto be fbreedapon Alaska’s 
daliyfiuraan. The price on aU dairy products, mebk&eg cheeee tnd bcttm, would d m  as well.

K A N A  is concerned totalise In the ooet of milk n d  dairy products (which an already extremely Ugh hi our 
■tats), would adversely gflbet sflbrts to iagxove the national and geoetal health <£ Abakans - especially 
those oMans living in moots areas at oar state, such as Kodiak and bvan more so, the oat-lying Kodiak 
villages.

•
Itberetourgoyoa to keep the mik tax from bewaring law coeo and fbr ell, Thank you for your attention 
to this matter.

Serving the communltiee of. Akhlok • Karluk • Kodak • Larsen Bay • Old Harbor • OuzirWe • Port Uona

1

■ 1 
■

I I

Sincerely,

KJtaL Stevens, Preaidsnt/CEO 
KedUk Area Native Association

r e c e iv e d

cc: Dairy Trade Coalition, via Jot: 202-5JS-9592 MAY 1 9 2004 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
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T h e  A l a s k a  M i l k  C o a l i t i o n
7700 Chiimi Loop 

Anchorage, A lu la  99304

Telephone: 907-332-5709 E-mail: Trixak@alasla.com

Jlona Richey, Co-CtuL
• • President, Tracks c f  Alaska

Rachel Hecker, Co-Chair
• • Owner, Blue Moon Dairy

M arch  1 ,2 0 0 5

T he H on. B o b  L ynn  
S tate R epresen ta tive  
D istric t 31 - A nchorage  
S tate  C apito l -  R o o m  415 
Juneau, A K  99801-1182

Re: S upport o f  H ouse Join t R eso lu tion  #5

D ear R epresen ta tive  L ynn,

W e are w ritin g  to  »irge the  sw ift passage o f  H ouse Jo in t R eso lu tion  #5 . This b ip a rtisan  reso lu tion  
expresses the L eg is la tu re ’s opposition  to  the onerous "m ilk  tax” th a ' g reedy O u tsid e  dairy  
in terests in  W ash ing ton  seek  to im pose on A laska’s dairy  farm ers and  consum ers. T h e  m ilk  tax 
w ould  be  im posed  by ex ten d in g  the m andatory  federal dairy p ro m o tio n  assessm en t to A laska, 
H aw aii and  P uerto  R ico.

T h e  m ilk  tax is sim ply  ab su rd  and w rong for A laska. W hen C o n g ress  au thorized  the m andatory  
dairy  p ro m o tio n  fee in  1983 to address the prob lem  o f  surplus m ilk  p roduction  in  the  L ow er 48 
S tates, it w ise ly  ex em p ted  A laska and  H aw aii because wc w ere -  an d  rem ain  -  a  m ilk  d efic it 
state. A laska  consum ers d rin k  m ore m ilk  than ou r farm ers can p ro d u ce . F orc ing  A laska  dairy  
p roducers to  p ay  the m andato ry  prom otion assessm ent w ill no t red u ce  ou r m ilk  defic it. I t w ill 
o n ly  m ake the m ilk  d e fic it w orse b y  forcing m ore A laska dairy farm ers out o f  business.

A lask a’s m ilk  p rices  are  am ong the very  h ighest in  the nation, p articu la rly  in the  B ush . T h e  m ilk  
tax  w ill h a rm  school ch ild ren , sen io r citizens, N ativ e  popu la tions and  all o ther consum ers w ho 
need  m ilk  for good  health . H igher m ilk  prices w ill lead grow ing ch ild ren  to  su b stitu te  soda  pop 
for m ilk  in  th e ir  d iets, s tun tin g  their grow th and  fu rth er increasing  the  a lready  h ig h  rate o f  dental 
cavities. R estauran ts, d ay  care cen ters, bakeries and other sm all businesses tha t reg u la rly  u se  m ilk 
and  dairy  p roducts w ill see h igher costs that w ill ripp le  th roughou t o u r econom y i f  the m ilk  tax is 
im posed  on  A laska. T h ese  businesses either have to  absorb th e  co st o f  the m ilk  tax o r pass them  
on to consum ers in the fo rm  o f  h igher prices.

D airy  farm ers in the L ow er 48 have been  fighting to escape the  m ilk  tax for m any  years. W e 
understand  th a t the F ed era l courts have consisten tly  ru led  that th e  da iry  prom otion  assessm ent is 
unconstitu tional. It v io la tes the F irst A m endm ent rights o f  da iry  farm ers w ho d isag ree  w ith  the

mailto:Trixak@alasla.com


messages they are forced to fund with the tax on the milk they produce. This matter is now under 
further appeal and may ultimately be settled by the U.S. Supreme Court, which is now 
considering a similar mandatory promotion tax on beef cattle producers.

The main proponents of the milk tax arc greedy dairy interests in Washington such as National 
Milk Producers Federation and big dairy processor co-ops such as Land 0  Lakes who wan; more 
money to subsidize their lavish lifestyles at our expense. For example, we understand that milk 
tax dollars are a major source of funding for the U.S. Dairy Export Council, a group of big 
Outside dairy processors who waste farmers’ money on limousines, fancy meetings in exotic 
vacation resorts and other extravagances. Dairy farmers, meanwhile, are forced to go without 
health insurance and other basic necessities so dairy promotion “fat cats” can have their fun.

The Alaska Milk Coalition is working with U.S. Senators Lisa Murkowski and Ted Stevens, and 
Congressman Don Young, who in a July 22, 2004 letter told Secretary of Agriculture Ann 
Veneman that "we will strongly oppose any plan or scenario -  irrespective of its construction -  
that would lead to the implementation of the milk tax on Alaska ...” USDA has oversight 
responsibility for the milk tax.

Bob, we appreciate your early leadership role on this issue, including the time last summer when 
you and Assembly Minority Leader Ethan Berkowitz stood with us at the milk and cookies 
protest against the milk tax at the Carousel Dairy Care Center in Anchorage. Since then, your 
efforts have been joined by Reps. Carl Gatto, Bill Stoltze and Vic Kohring, and Senators Lyda 
Green and Scott Ogan.

W e a p p lau d  ou r C o n g ressiona l d e leg a tio n ’s e ffo rts  to p reven t th e  m ilk  tax from  see in g  the light 
o f  day  in  A lask a  and ask  tha t you do the  sam e w ithou t delay.

S incere ly ,

J lo n a  R ich ey  and  R achel H ecker



D r .  D . J .  K o s t e r m a n ,  O . D .
---------------------

5800 Westover Avenue 
Elmendorf AFB, AK 99506 

Phone: (907) 753-7515 
Fax: (907) 753-7585

F e b ru a ry  7 ,2 0 0 5

A laska House Representative Bob Lynn 
State Capitol - Room 415 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Via Fax

Dear Representative Lynn:

I am writing to thank you and Representatives Carl Gatto and Ethan Berkowitz for introducing 
bipartisan House Joint Resolution #5 that opposes imposing a milk tax on Alaskans.

I understand that greedy O utside milk processors, promoters and other middlem en w ant to force 
A laska dairy farmers to pay a m ilk tax o f  15 cents per hundredweight on their dairy production. 
This tax would likely be passed on to all o f A laska’s coasum ers: the elderly, school children, 
bakeries, ice cream shops, low income families, and those living in remote areas.

The m il$edm m tly  does not apply to Alaskans because we do not produce enough milk to meet 
our in-suue demands. If this terrible tax is implemented by Lower 48 Congressmen and Senators 
it will tax A laskans’ milk for the first time in our state’s history.

I urge you to pass House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside milk taxes for 
Alaskans!

Dr. D.J. Kosterman, O.D.
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Alaska House Representative Bob Lynn 
State Capitol - Room 415 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Via Fax

Dear Representative Lynn:

I am writing to thank you and Representatives Carl Gatto and Ethan Berkowitz for introducing 
bipartisan House Joint R esolution #5 that opposes im posing a milk tax on Alaskans.

I understand that greedy O utside milk processors, promoters and other middlemen want to force 
A laska dairy farmers to pay a milk tax o f 15 cents per hundredweight on their dairy production. 
This tax would likely be passed on to all o f  A laska’s consumers: the elderly, school children, 
bakeries, ice cream shops, low  income families, and those living in remote areas.

The milk currently does not apply to Alaskans because we do not produce enough m ilk to meet 
our in-state demands. If this terrible tax is im plem ented by Lower 48 Congressm en and Senators 
it w ill tax A laskans’ m ilk for the first time in our state’s history.

1 urge you to pass House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside milk taxes for 
Alaskans!

Sincerely,

Ellie Hennig 
President



January/February , 2 0 05

“Don't Let Outside Groups Tax Our Milk Money!"

We, the uncarsigned citizens of Alaska on behalf of Alaska's school children, consumers and its dairy farmers, hereby express 
our suppon for bipartisan House Joint Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives dob Lynn and Carl 
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowttz (0) to oppose the imposition of a milk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Young, and Governor Murkowski have valiantly 
fought to prevent the implementation of the 'dairy import assessment" (assessment) in Washington. We appreciate their 
efforts and encourage their continued leadership on this i?sue.

The assessment is an onerous "milk tax’ passed as part of the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 ("farm bill"). It 
is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy producers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in 
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaska dairy fame's to pay into the national dairy 
promotion program that presently benefits the lower 43 states and does nothing to help Alaska's dairy farmerr or consumers of 
all ages.

Alaska dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on to 
all of Alaska’s consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) -  by greedy milk processors, promoters and 
other middlemen -  far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska’s dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, 
including cheese, butter and milk powder, would rise as well Therefore, we urge The State Legislature of Alaska to 
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside taxes for Alaskans!

Please Print Your Name, Address, etc.
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Fight thd milk tax...support HJR51!

Name Address Phone e-Mail
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I am  w riting to thank you and Representatives Carl Gatto and Ethan Berkow itz for 
introducing bipartisan H ouse Joint Resolution #5 that opposes im posing a m ilk tax on 
Alaskans.

I understand that greedy O utside milk processors, promoters and other m iddlem en want 
to force A laska dairy farmerr. to pay a  m ilk tax o f  15 cents per hundredweight on their 
Hairy production. This tax would likely be passed on to  all o f  A laska’s consum ers: the 
elderly, school children, bakeries, ice cream  shops, low incom e families, and those living 
in remote areas.

The m ilk currently does no t apply to Alaskans because we do not produce enough milk to 
meet our in-state dem ands. I f  this terrible tax is im plem ented by Lower 48 Congressm en 
and Senators it will tax A laskans’ mill; for the first time in our state’s history.

I urge you to pass House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No O utside m ilk taxes for 
Alaskans!

Dear Representative Lynn:

S in c e re ly ,



Fight tha milk tax...support HJR5I1
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Fight the milk tax...support HJR5II

Name Address
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We, the undersigned oppose an Alaskan Milk Tax and support 
The Resolution to ban a milk tax as proposed by the following 
legislators in the Juneau session this January "ebruary 2005: 
Lynn, Berkowitz and Gato.

Name e-mail and street address signature
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A Petition To Protect Alaska’s Consumers. Children, Elderly and Dairy Farmers
January/February, 2005

“Don’t Let Outside Groups Tax Our Milk Money!"
% • * •

We, the undersigned citizens of Alaska on behalf of Alaska's school children, consumers and its dairy farmers, thereby express 
our support for bipartisan House Jolrt Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives Bob Lynn and Carl 
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowttz (Q) to oppose the imposition of a milk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Young, and Governor Murkowski have valUintly 
fought to prevent the implementation of the 'dairy import assessment1 (assessment) in Washington. We appreciate their 
efforts and encourage their continued leadership on this issue.

The assessment is an onerous 'milk tax' passed as part of the farm Security and Rjral Investment Act of 2002 (farm bill'). It 
is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska’s dairy producers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in 
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the asse-sment/milk tax would require Alaska dairy farmers to pay into the national dairy 
promotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states and does nothing to help Alaska's dairy farmers or consumers of 
all ages.

Alaska dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on to 
all of Alaska's consumers (the elderly, schooi children, low income families, etc.) -  by greedy milk processors, promoters and 
other middlemen -  far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska’s dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, 
including cheese, butter and milk powder, would rise as well. Therefore, we urge The State Legislature of Alaska to 
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside taxes for Alaskans!

Please Print Your Name, Address, etc.

Name___________________________ Home Address or Email Address  Telephone Number
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reamers, Children, Elderiv and Daiiv Farmers 
January/February, 2005 

“Don’t Let Outside Groups Tax Our Milk Money!"

We, the undersigned citizens of Alaska on behalf of Alaska's school children, cot ;umers and its dairy fanners, hereby express 
our support for bipar.isan House Joint Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives Bob Lynn and Carl 
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowttz (D) to oppose the imposition of a milk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Young, and Governor Murkowski have valiantly 
fought to prevent the implementation of the "dairy import assessment" (assessment) in Washington. We appreciate their 
efforts and encourage their continued leadership on this issue.

The assessment is an onerous "milk tax* passed as part of the farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (farm bill"). It 
is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy producers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in 
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaska dairy farmers to pay into the national dairy 
promotion program that presendy benefits the lower 48 states and does nothing to help Alaska's dairy farmers or consumers of 
all ages.

Alaska dairy farmers wouk* be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on to 
all of Alaska's consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) -  by greedy milk processors, promoters and 
other middlemen -  far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska's dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, 
including cheese, butter and milk powder, would rise as well. Therefore, we urge The State Legislature of Alaska to 
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside taxes for Alaskans!

Please Print Your Name, Address, etc.

Name___________________________ Home Address or Email Address______________ Telephone Number
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We, the undersigned oppose an Alaskan Milk Tax and support 
The Resolution to ban a milk tax as proposed by the following 
legislators in the Juneau session this January/February 2005: 
Lynn, Berkowitz and Gato.

Name e-mail and street address signature



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 17,2002

Thank you for you r letter to the President urging h im  to oppose the da iry  im port assessm ent in 
the farm  bill.

O ne o f  the top p rio rities for the A dm inistration In agricu lture policy is the expansion  o f  
iiiie riia tio iu l tiada, and iu  vital voiupu ieni, uic honoring  o f  lh« United S lates' trade 
com m itm ents. T he A dm inistration opposes an assessm ent on im ports that w ou ld  p rovoke 
serious legal challenge by  ou r trade partners. We w ill work w ith the C ongress in the farm  bill 
conference to ensure tha t the final provision upholds the long-term in terests o f  traders and dairy 
p roducers through Am erican leadership in trade liberalization.

I apprecia te you r inform ative letter and your support for our efforts to  expand m arket 
opportun ities for agriculture.

Dear M r. Castillo:

M r A  M ario C astillo  
Executive D irector 
The D airy T rade Coalition 
2472 D clm ont Ruud, NW  
W ashington. D.C. 20008

Sincerely,

Lawrence B. Lindsey 
A ssistant to the President for Econom ic Policy

SUPPORT GOVERNMENT



A L A S K A  S T A T E  L E G I S L A T U R E

O u iir
H oum Fin«ne« Subcommittew Ion 
Department of Public Safety 
Department of Law

Member:
Houae Finance Committee 
Legislative Council

Session: 
Alaska State Capitol 

Juneau. AK 99801-1182 
Phone:(907)465-4958 

Fax: (907) 465-4928

D is tric t: 
600 E. Railroad Avc. 

Wasilla, AK 99654

REPRESENTATIVE BILL STOLTZE
Representative_Bill_Stoltze61egis5tate.ak.us

July 2,2004

Senator Ted Stevens
5221 Iart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-0201

Dear Senator Stevens;

I am writing to express my support of the Alaska Dairy Coalition's opposition to 
including Alaska in the milk tax.

This change is occurring in order to make the milk tax compatible with global trade 
laws, which all states will have to pay to comply. However, the passing of this 
legislation will not benefit Alaska or its dairy industry. ■ Ve are a "milk deficit" state 
and would receive none of the benefits associated with this tax. This was recognized in 
the origiOnal legislation passed in 1983 and we were origi ally exempted from this tax 
along with Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

By including Alaska in this tax, it would increase the cost to local dairy producers, and 
raise the already high prices of milk and other dairy products. To protect our local 
dairy producers an'4 keep the price of dai ry products reasonable for all Alaskans I am 
opposing Alaska being included in the milk tax and would ask your support in 
opposing it as it comes before you in the Senate.

Sincere!’,,

Bill Stoltze
Alaska State Representative 
House District 16

D ISTR ICT 16

B IRC H W O O D  • BUTTE • CHUG IAK  • EKLUTNA • FAIRVIEW  LO O P 
KNIK RIVER ROAD • LAZY M O U N TA IN  • PALMER • PETERS CREEK
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B R I E F I N G  P A P E R :
M a n d a t o r y  D a i r y  P r o m o t i o n  A s s e s s m e n t  
(Milk Tax)

A M ttD fjq rtm an to r

NATIUAL 
RESOURCES

O flics of the Commissloaer 
& Division of Agriculture 

January 31, 2005

A laska, as well as H aw aii and  Puerto, was exem pted from  th r m andatory dairy prom otion 
assessm ent (know n as a  “M ilk  T ax”) contained w ithin the D airy Stabilization A ct o f  1983. The 
exem ption w as correct in  1983 and remains so today, i he rationale for that exem ption has not 
chan g ed

First, A laska is a  m ilk  deficit state. More m ilk is consum ed in A laska than is produced in the 
state. In to tal, A laskan farm ers supply less than 50% o f the fluid m ilk consum ed in Alaska. A 
national prom otional effort to  Tromote milk and dairy product consum ption w ill n o t help 
A laskan fanners since all o f  th  i  m ilk they are producing, or will produce in the foreseeable 
future, will be  purchased  regard less o f  any national promotion.

Second, a “M ilk T ax” w ill on ly  raise costs and not lead to  increased sales. A laskan dairy 
farmers are producing on a  very  small margin, and any increase in costs is dangerous to their 
ability  to continue production.

Third, a  “M ilk  T ax” has the potential to lead to an increased m ilk price for consum ers o f  A laskan 
m ilk  i f  die cost o f  dir. assessm ent can be passed on to  consumers.

Fourth, the sm all am ount o f  m oney that would be collected from Alaskan farmers w ould be 
relatively m in .r  w hen  com pared with m o jey  from  other states. The national prom otional efforts 
are no t im pacted to an y  real degree as a consequence o f  two states and one territory being 
exem pted from  the “ M ilk T ax.”

Lastly, Sim ilar acts are under constitutional challenge. For instances, the B eef A ct is cuTTcndy 
before the U .S . Suprem e Com* on the issue o f  w hether die m andatory assessm ent to  support 
advertising cam paigns violates free speech. Sim ilar to "B eef - it's w hat's for dinner", the "got 
m ilk" cam paign m igh t no t survive constitutional m uster. G iven the uncertain status o f  these 
types o f  program s, it m ay be prudent to wait and sec w hat the outcom e o f  the B eef A ct case is.
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C O U N C I L  A N N E T T E  I S L A N D S  R E S E R V E

May 7. 2004

The Honorable Ted Stevens
Attn: Ms. Karina Waller, Leg. Assistant
U ted States Senate
SH-S22 Kart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0201
Fax: (202)224-2354

Dear Senator Stevens:

The Mctlakatla Indian Community wishes to voice its opposition to the implementation of the 
dairy import assessment.
We believe that the assessment is an onerous 'milk tax’ passed as part of the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 ("farm bill"). It is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax 
on Alaska's dairy producers to help subsidize dairy farmers in the lower 48 states.

If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alas Iran dairy farmers to pay into the 
nat onal dairy promotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states but does 
nothing to help Alaska’s dairy farmers or consumers. Alaskan dairy farmer* would be 
forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on 
to Alaska's consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) -  by  greedy 
milk processors and other middlemen- far in excess c f  the 15 cents milk tax to b e  forced 
upon Alaska's dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, including the cheese and 
butter, would rise as well.

The Metlakatla Indian Community is concerned that a rise in the cost of milk and dairy 
products, which are already extremely high in our state, would adversely affect efforts to 
improve the nutritional and general health of Alaskans, especially those citizens living in 
remote areas of our state.

I therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once and for alL Thank you for 
your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,
Metlakatla Indian Community

M flL A K A T IA  IN D IA N  C O M M U N IT Y

V ictim  (*. Wf.i i im .to n . Sr.. Mavw  
J utUTll A. 1 u  ill. bEC.«rr\av
O fA l.j. l i t  iv s o v T « r v it’KER

t.sr.MU I.MItn |iu*7
l*OJ.r OFFICE Box -4 

M». rLMLYTlA. Ai.vjka wnsa 
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PO  Box 357 « G tk o m  A lw ka 99586 » (907) 827-S399 « F»x (907) 822-3610

A D  04-696  

M ay  18. 2004

T he H onorab le  T ed  S tevens 
A ttn: M s. K arina  W aller, L eg . A ssistan t 
U nited  S ta tes S enate  
S H -522 H art S -n a te  O ffice  B uild ing  
W ashington . D C  20510-0201

D ear S en a to r S tev en s,

The M t. Sanford  T rib a l C o n so rtiu m  w ishes to  voice its opposition  
o f  the dairy  im p o rt a sse ssm en t (assessm ent).

W e believe th s t the a ssessm en t is an  onerous “m ilk  tax ” passed as 
Security  and Rurjil In v estm en t A ct o f  2002 (“ farm  b ill” ). It is no th ing  m ore than  a 
h idden and  u n fa ir  tax  on A la sk a ’s d a iry  p roducers to  h e lp  subsid ize  dairy  farm ers in  the  
low er 48 states.

If  im plem ented , the assessm en t/m ilk  tax w ould require  A laskan d a iry  farm ers to  pay  in to  
the national d a iry  p rom otion  p ro g ram  that presently  benefits the lo w er 48  states bu t do es 
nothing to help  A la sk a ’s d a iry  farm ers o r  consum ers. A laskan  d a iry  fan n ers  w ould  be 
forced to  pay  a  m ilk  tax o f  15 cen ts p e r hundredw eight, a cost that w ould  likely  b e  passed  
on to  A laska’s co n su m ers  ( th e  e lderly , school ch ildren , low  incom e fam ilies, e tc .)  -  b y  
greedy m ilk  p rocessors and  o th e r m idd lem en  -  far in  excess o f  the 15 cen ts m ilk  tax  to  be  
forced upon A lask a’s da iry  farm ers. T he price on all dairy p roducts, includ ing  ch eese  
and butter, w ould  rise  as w ell.

ML Sanford T ribal C oi.'sortium  is concerned  that a rise in  the cost o f  m ild  and d a iry  
p o d u c ts , w hich  are  a lready  ex trem ely  high in o u r sta te , w ould ad v erse ly  affect e ffo rts  to  
in .orovc the nu tritional in d  general h ealth  o f  A laskans, especially  th o se  citizens liv ing  in 
rcn  ote areas o f  o u r state.

to  the im p lem en ta tion  

part o f  the F arm

Mcunt Sanford Tnbal Comonium shallprovide qnnhty health cart str\4c*t and lea -trshlp with honor, dignity. and rejptct: 
empowering our people by enhancing oue rmdUionul value i to m sure a healthier and more positive future for our children



I therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law one and for all. Thank you 
for your attention in this matter

Sincerely,

Evelyn Beeter 
President

Mount Sanford Tribal Conrortiu/n shall pro' ide quality htuhh care sendees and leadership with honor, dignity, and respect: 
empowering our people by enhancing cur traditional values to ensure a healthier and more positive future for our children



□  p c o w iu o u o h b y  a ven ue
JUNEAU, ALASKA W M M 796
PHONE. (907)495-2400 
PAX. (907) 495-3999

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

OFRCE OF THE COMMISSIONER

Q  530 WEST 7™ AVENUE. SUITE M 
ANCHOMOC Al A S M  99901-39! 
PHONE: (907) 269-0431 
*AK (907) 299-9919

J u n e  18, 20 0 4

J lo n a  R ichey  
T ra c k s  o f  A la sk a  
7 7 0 0  C h a im i Loop 
A n ch o rag e , AK 9 9 5 0 4

D e a r  M s. R ichey:

T he  G o v e rn o r h a s  a s k e d  th a t  I re s p o n d  to  y o u r  le t te r  d a te d  M ay 14 , 2 0 0 4 . 
C u rre n tly , A la sk a  a n d  H aw aii a re  e x e m p t from  th e  $ .1 5  c e n ts  m ilk  tax . As y ou  
a rc  a w a re , th e re  is  a n  e ffo rt to  rev e rse  th e  ex e m p tio n . O u r  C o n g re s s io n a l 
D eleg a tio n  in  W a sh in g to n  D .C . is  o p p o se d  to  th e  ta x  a n d  is  m o n ito r in g  th is  is s u  
very closely .

fh e  D e p a r tm e n t o f  N a tu ra l R e so u rc e s , D iv ision  o f  A g ric u ltu re  is  o n  re c o rd  
o p p o s in g  th is  tax . T h a n k  y o u  for y o u r  c o n c e rn  a n d  s u p p o r t .

S incere ly

C o m m iss io n e r

cc: G o v ern o r F ra n k  H. M urk o w sk i
J o h n  T o rg e rso n , A cting  D irec to r, D ivision o f  A g ric u ltu re , DNR

Tr«cW  » 04-1083

“Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resources for Present and Future Alaskans."



Ju ly  2 2 ,2 0 0 4

T h e  H onorab le  Anti M . V enem an  
S ecre tary
U .S . D ep artm en t o f  A g ricu ltu re  
14n 0  Independence  A v en u e , SW  
W ash ing ton , D C  2 0 2 5 0

D e a r S ecre ta ry  Ven sraan:

It is  o u r u n d ers tan d in g  that a segm en t o f  the d a iry  in d u stry  m a y  u rge  you  to  
e x te n d  the  m a n d a to r  15-cen t p e r h u n d red  w e ig h t d o m estic  d a iry  p ro m o tio n  a ssessm en t 
o r “ m ilk  tax” to  A laska , H aw aii, an d  F tierto  R ico , as a p re req u is ite  fo r  im p lem en tin g  the 
assessm ent on dairy p ro d u c ts  im ported  in to  the  U nited  S ta tes a s  au tho rized  b y  the  F arm  
S ecu rity  and  R ural In v estm en t A ct o '  2002 . W „ are  w ritin g  to  opp o se  the p o ss ib le  
ex ten sio n  o f  th is a ssessm en t.

A laska, H aw aii, an d  P uerto  R ico  w ere  ex em p ted  from  th e  d o m estic  da iry  
p rom otion  assessm en t c re a te d  by  th e  D airy  P roduc tion  an d  S tab iliza tio n  A ct o f  1983 due  
to  o u r  m ilk defic its , w h ich  co n tin u e  to  th is  day. T h is  e x e m p tio n  w as m ain ta ined  in  th e  
F arm  Security  and Mural In v es tm en t A ct o f  2002 . As m an y  o f  o u r co n stitu en ts  have 
in fo rm ed  us, the m ilk  tax  w ou ld  h a m  m any  A laskan , H aw aiian , and P u erto  R ican  d a iry  
producers and consum ers o f  m ilk  p roducts inc lu d in g  ch ild ren , low  in co m e fam ilies, 
A laska  N atives, b akeries, an d  o th e r sm all businesses. I t cou ld  also  p o ten tia lly  en d  d a iry  
p roduction  in  Alask a, H aw aii, and  P uerto  R ico.

F or the  afon  m en tio n ed  reasons, w e w ill s tro n g ly  op p o se  any  plan o r  scen ario  -  
irrespective  o f  its c« n stru c tio n  -  tha t w ould  lead  to  the im p lem en ta tio n  o f  th e  m ilk  Jax. 
T h an k  you fo r your consid era tio n  o f  o u r v iew s.

S incere])

S e n a to r L isa  M urkow ski D o n  Y oun£ , M em b er o f  C o n g ress

S en a to r T ed  Steven.-: N eil A bercrom bie , M em b er o f  C ongress
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Senator Da niel fit. Inouye Ed Case, Member of Congress
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S en a to r D an ie l K . / .nfbal Acevedo-Vilfe. Member of Congress

cc: T h e  H o n o rab le  T h a d  C o ch ran , C h a irm an , S en a te  A g ricu ltu re  C o m m ittee  
T h e  H o n o rab le  T o m  H ark in , R an k in g  M in o rity  M e m b e r. Seriate A g ricu ltu re  

C om m ittee
T h e  H onorab le  R obert G cc-dlatte, C h a irm an , H o u se  A g ricu ltu re  C o m m ittee  
T he H on o rab le  C h a rle s  W . S tenho lm , R an k in g  M in o rity  M em ber, H o u se  A g ricu ltu re  

C om m ittee
T h e  H on o rab le  B ill H a w k s , U n d e r  S ec re ta ry  o t A g ricu ltu re  fo r  M ark e tin g  an d  

R eg u la to ry  lY ogram s 
T h e  H ono rab le  A  J .  Y ates, A d m in is tra to r, A g ricu ltu ra l M ark e tin g  S erv ice  
M r. B a n y  Jacks an . D e p u ty  A ssis tan t to  th e  P ie s id en t a n d  D ep u ty  to  th e  S ensor 

A d v iso r to  th e  P re s id e n t 
M r. C harles F . C o n n e r , S pecial A ssistan t to  the P re s id e n t fo r A g ricu ltu ra l T rad e  & 

F ood  A ssistiince
M r. D an ie l H eatii, A ssoc ia te  D irec to r, N ationa l E c o n o m ic  C ouncil

H E tm m
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Confitetftf o t tfie fHmteb states
Jfflsrfjiwgtim , S C  20510
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T h e  H o n o tab le  R ol c rt B . Z o e llick
U .S . T rad e  R ep resen ta tiv e
O ffice  o f  th e  U .S . T rad e  R ep resen ta tiv e
6 0 0 1 7 th S tree t, N W
W ash in g to n , D C  20508

D ea r A m b assad o r Z oellick :

It is  o u r understan d in g  that a seg m en t o f  the d a iry  in d u stry  m ay  u rg e  you to  
ex ten d  th e  m andato ry  15-cent p e r  hundred  w e ig h t d om estic  dairy’ p ro m o tio n  assessm en t 
o r  “m ilk  ta x "  to  A laska , H aw aii, and P u erto  R ico , as a p re req u is ite  fo r  im p lem en tin g  the 
assessm en t on d a iry  p roduc ts  im p o rted  in to  th e  U nited  S ta tes as au th o rized  b y  th e  F a rm  
S ecu rity  an d  R u ia l Investm ent A ct o f  2002. W e are  w ritin g  to  o p p o se  th e  p o ss ib le  
ex ten sio n  o f  th is a« icssm ent.

A lnska, H aw aii, and P u erto  R ic o  w ere  ex em p ted  fro m  the  d o m estic  a a iry  
p ro m o tio n  assessm en t crea ted  b y  the D airy  P ro d u c tio n  and S tab iliza tio n  A c t o f  1983 due 
to  o u r m ilk  deficits, w hich  con tinue  to  this d ay . T h is  exem p tio n  w as m ain ta ined  in  the 
F a rm  S ecu rity  and  *ural Investm en t A ct o f  2002. A s m any o f  o u r  co n stitu en ts  h a v e  
in fo rm ed  us, the im lk  tax  w o u ld  harm  m any A laskan , H aw aiian , an d  P uerto  R ica.', d a iry  
p roducer?  and co n su m ers  o f  m ilk  products in c lu d in g  ch ild ren , low  incom e fa m ilie s , 
A laska  N atives, bakeries, end o th e r  sm all businesses. It co u ld  a lso  p o ten tia lly  en d  d a iry  
p roduction  in A laska , H aw aii, and  P u erto  R ico.

F o r the afoi sm en tioned  reasons, w e w ill s trong ly  op p o se  a n y  plan o r  scen a rio  -  
irrespective  o f  its construc tion  -  that w ould  lead  to  th e  im p lem en ta tion  o f  th e  m ilk  tax. 
T hank  you  for your consid era tio n  o f  o u r v iew s.

S ena to r L isa  M urkow ski

S incere ly ,

S enato r T ed  S tevei s N eil A bercrom bie , M em ber o f  C ongress
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The Honorable Robert B. Zoeliick 
July 22,2004

Senator Daniel K. "\kaka

Ed Case, Me mber of Congress

Anfbal Acevcdo-ViW, Member of Congress

cc: The Honorable Charles Grassley, Chairman, Senate Finance Committee
1 he Honorable Max Brucus, Ranking Minority Member, Senate Finance Committee 
The Honorable William M. Thomas, Chairman, House Ways A Means Committee 
The Honorable Charles B. Rangel, Ranking Minority Member, House Ways & Means 

Committee
Mr. Jim Murphy, Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for Agricultural Affairs 
Mr. Baity Jackson, Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy to the Senior 

Advisor tc the President 
Mr. Charles F. Conner, Special Assistant to the President for Agricultural Trade &.

Food Assistance 
Mr. Dnniel Heath, Associate Director, N atio n a l Economic Council
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